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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ENFORCE- 
MENT ACTIONS: FOREIGN CAMPAIGN CON- 
TRIBUTIONS AND OTHER FECA VIOLATIONS 


TUESDAY, MARCH 31, 1998 

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2154, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton, (chairman of the 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Burton, Morelia, Shays, Horn, Mica, 
Davis of Virginia, Shadegg, Pappas, Snowbarger, Barr, Waxman, 
Owens, Maloney, Barrett, Norton, Fattah, Cummings, Kucinich, 
Davis of Illinois, Tierney, and Turner. 

Staff present; Kevin Binger, staff director; Richard Bennett, chief 
counsel; William Moschella, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; 
Judith McCoy, chief clerk; Teresa Austin, assistant clerk/calendar 
clerk; Will Dwyer, director of communications; Ashley Williams, 
deputy director of communications; Dudley Hodgson, chief inves- 
tigator; Barbara Comstock, chief investigative counsel; Dave 
Bossie, oversight coordinator; James C. Wilson and Uttam Dhillon, 
senior investigative counsels; Bill Hanka and Robert Dold, inves- 
tigative counsels; Elliott Berke, investigative attorney; Robin But- 
ler, office manager; Tom Bossert, Barrett Davie, and Mark Sylves- 
ter, investigative staff assistants; Phil Schiliro, minority staff direc- 
tor; Phil Barnett, minority chief counsel; Kenneth Ballen, minority 
chief investigative counsel; Christopher Lu, David Sadkin, and Mi- 
chael Yang, minority counsels; Rick Jauert, minority professional 
staff member; Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; and Earley 
Green, Jessica Robinson, and Andrew Su, minority staff assistants. 

Mr. Burton. The committee will come to order. Good morning. 
A quorum being present, the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight will come to order. 

Without objection, all Members and witnesses statements will be 
included in the record. 

Is this mic turned up a little bit louder than normal? I think they 
can hear me across the street. 

Without objection, all exhibits, articles, and extraneous or tab- 
ular material referred to during this hearing will be included in the 
record. So ordered. 

I ask unanimous consent that the letter from Judah Best to the 
chairman dated March 30, 1998, and the accompanying material be 
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included in the appropriate place in the record. Without objection, 
so ordered. 

[Note. — The information referred to may be found at the end of 
the hearing on p. 133.] 

Mr. Burton. I ask unanimous consent that questioning in the 
matter under consideration proceed under Clause 2(j)(2) of House 
Rule XI, and that Committee Rule 14, in which the chairman and 
ranking minority member allocate time to committee counsel as 
they deem appropriate for extended questioning, not to exceed 60 
minutes equally divided between the majority and the minority. 
Without objection, so ordered. 

I ask unanimous consent that all exhibits shared with the minor- 
ity for this hearing be included in the appropriate place in the 
record. Without objection, so ordered. 

Good morning, before I begin my opening statement, I want to 
say a few words about our recently departed colleague, Steve 
Schiff. Steve Schiff was a good friend to eveiy member of this com- 
mittee. He is going to be sorely missed by everyone. He was a very 
hard worker. He was a person who was very well-informed. He was 
very concerned about the problems facing this country. He was the 
vice chairman under Chairman Clinger during the previous Con- 
gress. 

He was one of the hardest-working Members that we had and he 
had a very tough time over the last couple of years. He fought a 
long and hard fight to overcome cancer. It’s a fight that takes a lot 
of courage and inner strength. Those are things that Steve had a 
lot of. Our hearts go out to Steve’s family, and I hope that everyone 
in New Mexico knows how much he was respected and admired by 
all of us here. 

For the last year and a half, the Justice Department 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, before you get into your opening 
statement, would you yield? 

Mr. Burton. I would be happy to yield to my colleague. 

Mr. Waxman. I want to join you in expressing the fact that all 
of us mourn the passing of our friend and colleague. Congressman 
Steve Schiff. He is one of the Members of Congress that I most re- 
spected. He was a very respected Member of Congress, but also a 
lawyer who fought to make sure that the rights of individuals were 
protected. 

He played a significant role — I know because of my involvement 
in the health area — in making sure that the Justice Department 
had the tools to go after fraud and abuse in the Medicare and the 
Medicaid programs. 

I also want to express to his family and his constituents the fact 
that all of us will miss him, and those of us on this committee will 
miss him even more so, because he brought to his activities as a 
Member of Congress a deep respect for the rights of everyone, 
Democrats and Republicans, and individual liberties as well. 

Thank you for yielding to me. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. Mrs. Morelia. 

Mrs. Morella. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I’m glad that you 
mentioned our recently departed good friend Steve SclufT. I had the 
honor of serving with him not only on this committee, but also on 
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the Science Committee, where he chaired the Basic Research Sub- 
committee. 

And in all of those endeavors, including personal relationships on 
the floor of the House and otherwise, Steve Schiff was a man of 
^eat reason, a man of great fairness, a great human being. I par- 
ticularly recall that we looked to him for advice and counsel when 
he served on the Ethics Committee, which was not an easy task, 
one for which he will be remembered because he was exceedingly 
fair and outreaching. 

So he is a great human being who will be lost, but will live on 
in love and in our memories. And again, I offer my condolences to 
his family and to his friends. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Connie. 

Unless there are further comments, let me proceed. 

For the last year and a half, the Justice Department has been 
investigating allegations of illegal fundraising against numerous 
people tied to the President’s re-election campaig:n. The Task Force 
has been criticized for the slow pace of its investigation. The Attor- 
ney General clearly has a conflict of interest in investigating her 
boss, the President, and his top advisors. But the Attorney General 
has refused, time and again, to appoint an independent counsel. 

Recently, the Task Force indicted Charlie Trie, Antonio Pan and 
Maria Hsia. Johnny Chung pled guilty. All of these indictments in- 
volve illegal contributions. 

However, the Justice Department is not the only agency that en- 
forces our campaign finance laws. The Federal Election Commis- 
sion is charged with making sure that the Federal Election Cam- 
paign Act is obeyed. While the Justice Department brings criminal 
prosecutions, the FEC seeks civil fines and injunctions against 
those who do not obey the law. 

The FEC has been conducting its own investigation of illegal for- 
eign fundraising. Today, we’re going to take a close look at the way 
the FEC has handled the case of Thomas Kramer. They have made 
some controversial decisions that ought to be examined. 

Thomas Kramer is a German citizen who lives in Florida. He 
made over $380,000 in contributions to both Democrats and Repub- 
licans, despite the fact that he was not eligible to contribute. The 
FEC handed out over $450,000 in fines in this case — over $300,000 
to Mr. Kramer himself. Yet one individual who played a very 
prominent role in this matter was not fined. He was not even in- 
vestigated. That individual is Howard Glicken, a prominent Demo- 
cratic fundraiser in Florida. When it recommended not pursuing 
the allegations against Mr. Glicken, the FEC staff specifically cited 
his close ties to Vice President Gore. 

The fact that Thomas Kramer was a German citizen was not ex- 
actly a State secret. In January 1993, the Miami Herald ran a 
cover story about him in its Sunday magazine. It called him a, 
quote, “German tycoon” in big, bold letters right on the cover. 

In March 1993, Forbes Magazine published an article about Kra- 
mer, and it referred to him as, quote, “the German-born Kramer” 
in one of the lead paragraphs. 

In an affidavit Kramer filed with the FEC in 1994, Kramer said 
this, quote, I speak English with a German accent, and I believe 
most people who know me realize I am German. Nevertheless, no 
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one who solicited or accepted my candidate contributions ever 
asked me about my immigration status, advised me that it was ille- 
gal for me to contribute, or rejected my political contributions be- 
cause of my citizenship, end quote. 

Beginning in March 1993, he contributed over $380,000 to Fed- 
eral candidates and party organizations. He gave to Republicans, 
he gave to Democrats. It seems he gave to everyone. The question 
that needs to be asked is, quote, “Who solicited these contribu- 
tions?” 

For starters, his lawyer did. Mr. Kramer was represented by 
Marvin Rosen’s law firm. Marvin Rosen went on to become the fi- 
nance chairman of the Democrat National Committee. Mr. Rosen’s 
firm, Greenberg-Traurig, handled all of Mr. Kramer’s immigration 
work. I want to state that again. They handled all of his immigra- 
tion work, so they should have been aware of Mr. Kramer’s status. 
If anyone knew that he was not a U.S. citizen or even a foreign 
resident, it certainly was Mr. Rosen and his lawyers. Yet the FEC 
cited Mr. Rosen’s law firm for soliciting $91,000 in contributions 
from Mr. Kramer. According to documents from the DNC, Mr. 
Rosen himself solicited a $60,000 contribution from Mr. Kramer in 
1994. His law firm was fined $77,000. 

Who else solicited contributions from Mr. Kramer? Howard 
Glicken did. Howard Glicken is the Chairman of the Board of the 
Americas Group in Miami. He is a DNC trustee. He has visited the 
White House 70 times during the Clinton administration. In 1988, 
he served as then-Senator Grore’s Florida finance chairman during 
his race for President. 

According to the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, 
Howard Glicken solicited a $20,000 contribution from Mr. Kramer 
in April 1993. In an affidavit filed the Federal Elections Commis- 
sion, Mr. Kramer said that, quote, a Democratic party fundraiser, 
end quote, advised him that the DSCC would only accept contribu- 
tions from U.S. citizens and that he should route his contribution 
through another person. Mr. Kramer did exactly that, making the 
contribution through his secretary, Terri Bradley. 

Who was the fundraiser who asked Mr. Kramer to make this 
conduit contribution? Mr. Kramer will not say unless he gets im- 
munity. His secretary will not say unless she gets immunity. 

The FEC staff believes that it was Howard Glicken. The General 
Counsel’s report states: ‘While this Office would generally rec- 
ommend a ‘reason to believe’ finding against Mr. Glicken and con- 
duct an investigation into the two DSCC contributions, because of 
the disco’ .ry complications and time constraints . . . this Office 
does not now recommend proceeding against this identified individ- 
ual or the DSCC.” 

In other words, it has not been proven that Mr. Glicken sought 
conduit contributions for Mr. Kramer, but there is strong evidence 
that he did. There is strong evidence that Mr. Glicken knew that 
Mr. Kramer was not a citizen and asked him to make the conduit 
contributions. 

Apparently, this was not the only time Mr. Glicken solicited cam- 
paign contributions from Mr. Kramer. It appears that in 1993 and 
1994, Mr. Glicken twice solicited contributions from Mr. Kramer to 
the DNC. Mr. Kramer made these contributions through his com- 
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panics. DNC documents list Mr. Glicken as the solicitor. Mr. Kra- 
mer and his lawyers have conceded that these and all of his con- 
tributions were illegal and agreed to pay fines of $323,000. 

The question we are trying to resolve today is this: Why didn’t 
the FEC investigate these very serious allegations against Mr. 
Glicken? 

They conducted a very thorough investigation of Marvin Rosen’s 
law firm and he was fined and his firm was fined $77,000. 

They conducted a thorough investigation of the Republican party 
of Florida and the Republican party of Florida was fined $82,000. 

They fined Thomas Kramer and his secretary a combined total 
of $350,000. 

Yet with Howard Glicken, the FEC chose not even to investigate. 
They had evidence that Mr. Glicken knew Mr. Kramer was a for- 
eign national and asked him to make a conduit contribution of 
$20,000. They had evidence that Mr. Glicken went on to solicit two 
other contributions worth $85,000 for the DNC. 

Why didn’t they investigate? Here is what the EEC’s General 
Counsel’s Report says. And I hope all my colleagues will listen to 
this. “Because of Mr. Glicken’s high profile as a prominent Demo- 
cratic fundraiser, including his potential fundraising involvement 
in support of Vice President Gore’s expected Presidential campaign, 
it is unclear that this individual would agree to settle this matter 
short of litigation.” 

Since when does someone get a free ride because he is a promi- 
nent Democratic fundraiser? Since when does someone get a free 
ride because he is a supporter of the Vice President? Since when 
does someone get a free ride because it looks like he might fight 
a penalty in court instead of settling? 

These are very serious allegations against Mr. Glicken. I find it 
very disturbing that the FEC would not pursue them, when all of 
the other major participants were fined. The Republican party of 
Florida was fined $82,000. I take no issue with that. If the Florida 
Republican party did something wrong, they should have been 
fined. 

However, if an equally thorough investigation was not conducted 
regarding Mr. Glicken because of his ties to the Vice President or 
because he might not be cooperative, then something is seriously 
wrong. 

When Mr. Noble appeared before Congressman Horn’s sub- 
committee, he stated that he recommended closing this investiga- 
tion because the statute of limitations was going to run out in 8 
months and he did not have time. The problem that I have with 
that is that Mr. Glicken continued to solicit contributions from Mr. 
Kramer into the spring of 1994, a full year after the conduit con- 
tribution to the DSCC. The statute of limitations hadn’t expired on 
the most recent contribution, or has not expired on the most recent 
contribution. The statute of limitations does not expire for another 
year. Time should not have been an issue. 

I also have to question the slow pace of the FEC’s investigation. 
Mr. Kramer came forward voluntarily in 1994. He told the FEC 
that a prominent Democratic fundraiser had asked him to make a 
conduit contribution. I would expect that kind of an allegation — of 
individuals connected to politicsii parties seeking illegal contribu- 
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tions — would be a priority of the FEC. Yet, it was not until 1997 
that the FEC sought the interrogatories from the Democratic Sen- 
atorial Campaign Committee that identified Howard Glicken as the 
solicitor. 

Why did the FEC wait for 2 Y 2 years to act? These are all ques- 
tions that we will be posing to our witnesses today. 

I want to thank Mr. Thomas for appearing today. Mr. Thomas 
is the Vice Chairman of the FEC. He is a Democrat appointee. I 
should note that the Commissioners’ vote on this matter does not 
appear to be a partisan move. There are five commissioners — ^three 
Democrats and two Republicans. All five voted not to investigate 
Mr. Glicken. However, I would like to hear whether Mr. Thomas 
or any of the other commissioners questioned this recommendation 
from their staff, and if not, why not? 

I also want to thank Lawrence Noble for appearing. Mr. Noble 
is the General Counsel. Accompanying him are Lois Lemer, the As- 
sociate General Counsel, and Jose Ftodri^ez, a Staff Attorney at 
the FEC. I look forward to all of your testimony. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, it’s been over 2 months since our 
last hearing, so it’s an appropriate time to take another fresh look 
at this investigation. 

Mr. Chairman, you began this investigation in November 1996. 
In those 17 months, we have spent $5 million. And at our current 
rate, we’ll spend another $5 million before the year is up. This is 
the most expensive investigation by the Congress of the United 
States in history. It’s fair to ask what have we accomplished for all 
this money? 

Before 1996, no House chairman had ever issued unilateral sub- 
poenas. The process had always been that the chairman would con- 
sult with the minority about issuing a subpoena or would bring it 
to a vote of the committee. 

But since February of last year, Chairman Burton has issued 524 
subpoenas unilaterally. Let me repeat that. In 1 year’s time, the 
chairman and his staff have issued 524 unilateral subpoenas. That 
means no vote of the committee and no concurrence with the 
Democrats. 

That’s about five subpoenas for every day that the Congress has 
been in session. Those subpoenas were issued without debate. No 
one, not Chairman Burton nor his staff, are accountable for these 
actions. They never have to justify why they issue a subpoena or 
explain how it relates to the committee’s work. 

Of those 524 subpoenas — and I asked the staff to put up a 
chart — 515 have been issued in relationship to alleged Democratic 
fundraising abuses. Only nine subpoenas relate to Republican ac- 
tivities, and you cem see that on the chart. 

[The chart referred to follows:] 
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Mr. Waxman. Recently, Chairman Burton has unilaterally sub- 
poenaed 18 different Democratic party organizations, and we’re 
putting up a chart as well that shows that 14 State Democratic 
parties have been asked to produce information to the committee. 
In fact, they weren’t asked; they were demanded to open their 
records to this committee’s staff. And we have such State Demo- 
cratic parties as California, Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Maine, New 
York and 8 other States. 

Why are these State Democratic Committees being investigated? 
Did they work with Johnny Chung? Perhaps they funneled foreign 
money into the political system? Or maybe their only crime was 
that they tried to elect Democrats to office. And these days, that’s 
all you need in order to merit having a subpoena issued against 
you. 

Whatever the reason, we’ll never know, because Chairmem Bur- 
ton doesn’t have to explain his staffs fishing expedition. He only 
has to sign the subpoenas and keep the staff on the payroll. 

Now this chart is especially interesting because even though 18 
Democratic party organizations have been subpoenaed, not a single 
Republican entity is being scrutinized or inconvenienced in any 
way. Now it’s possible, of course, that no subpoenas have been 
issued because the Republican party at all levels scrupulously fol- 
lows the rules. 

But to believe that, one would have to ignore the Kansas Triad 
scandal, the Florida ^publican party’s acceptance of 'Thomas Kra- 
mer’s illegal contributions, and the Haley Barbour/Republican Na- 
tional Committee/National Policy Forum scandal. And one would 
have to pretend that the biggest scandal of all, last yeaFs $50 bil- 
lion Gingrich/Lott tobacco tax break, never happened. 

Of course, this is absolutely ludicrous, which is exactly what this 
investigation has become. There is no pretence of fairness or objec- 
tivity. We investigate Democrats because they are Democrats, and 
we ignore Republican abuses because that’s off limits. 

Mr. Chairman, before 1996, this committee had never deposed a 
single witness. But in the last year, your staff has deposed 143 peo- 
ple. Of those 143 witnesses, only 14 have ever been called to testify 
at our hearings. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that you are presiding over a process 
that is completely out of control. Your staff can subpoena informa- 
tion from anyone they want without any explanation. They can de- 
pose anyone for as long and as many times as they want, without 
explanation and without regard for the extraordinary burdens that 
places upon individuals. 

Three years ago, I heard a lot of Republican rhetoric about big 
government and getting government off the backs of the American 
people. But this investigation is big and intrusive government 
power at its worst. This committee is using taxpayers’ dollars to 
punish people, humiliate them, harass them month ^er month. 

We now live in a time where Independent Counsel Ken Starr can 
subpoena Monica Lewinsky’s book purchases and this committee 
can eavesdrop on Webb HubbelTs phone conversations with his 
wife. And this information can then be made public without even 
a second thought to an individual’s legitimate right to privacy. 
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The procedures we are following in this investigation should 
deeply trouble anyone concerned about eroding individual liberties. 
It should also bother anyone worried about the unlimited and un- 
fettered power of government and the government’s ability to inflict 
pain without any legitimate purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, £ifter at least $5 million and over 500 subpoenas, 
we have accomplished nothing of real value. Without question, this 
is the most partisan, wasteful congressional investigation in his- 
tory. And even today’s hearing proves this point. 

The chairman started off his statement by talking about the fact 
that the Attorney General, Janet Reno, a very respected person, is 
not competent to conduct an investigation because she has a con- 
flict of interest. What is her conflict of interest? Well, she was ap- 
pointed by a Democratic President who was elected by the Amer- 
ican people. 

He also went on to say that the Federal Elections Commission 
must be involved in some problem that disqualifies them from 
being fair, even though they have two Republicans and three 
Democrats, all of whom agreed with the issue before us not to pros- 
ecute and move further with actions against Mr. Glicken. 

They, at least, had bipartisan support for their position. This 
committee certainly has a conflict of interest when taxpayers’ 
money is being used for partisan investigations only. Nothing could 
be more partisan than what we see in this committee’s investiga- 
tion. 

Now, the chairman’s opening statement was a complete distor- 
tion of the record of the Federal Election Commission. They col- 
lected a lot of the fines involved in this issue that’s under discus- 
sion today. They got at the central players in the case. But they 
are being criticized because they didn’t pursue action against a 
man by the name of Howard Glicken. 

Now, this was already the subject of a subcommittee hearing just 
a few weeks ago, and now we’re repeating that hearing here at the 
full committee. The Federal Election Commission has pursued — I 
think we ought to put this in context — in the last 5 years between 
200 and 400 enforcement cases. And some of those cases they have 
prosecuted and some of the cases they have decided not to go fur- 
ther and pursue because they didn’t think it was justified. 

You would think that the only cases they don’t pursue are cases 
that involve contributions to Democrats. Well, that’s not true. They 
have gotten enforcement actions against those who have given to 
Democrats. 

But they’ve also dismissed cases involving Republicans, and in 
the last 3 months, the following cases have been dismissed without 
action: Dole for President, where there was an improper corporate 
contribution and conduit contributions; a Dole/Kemp 1996 allega- 
tion of excessive contributions, improper contributions by govern- 
ment contractors, improper corporate contributions; another one 
against the National Republican Senatorial Committee; the Na- 
tional Republican Congressional Committee; Senator Alfonse 
D’Amato; Buchanan for President; Representative Helen 
Chenoweth; and Friends of Jim Inhofe. 

[The chart referred to follows:] 
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Mr. Waxman. These are all Republicans, and the FEC found that 
there were not sufficient reasons to pursue those actions. No one’s 
criticizing them for that. They are not called before a congressional 
hearing to explain that. They are being called to answer to this 
congressional hearing over one very small matter and the record of 
that matter is being distorted today. 

My final point, Mr. Chairman, is to note the remarkable cynicism 
of the past 2 days. As this day unfolds, we’ll hear hours of rhetoric 
about campaign finance issues. And yet just yesterday, we watched 
the Republican leadership kill campaign finance reform with an 
abominable procedure on the House floor. 

Yesterdays charade is a dis^ace that will long be remembered, 
and it lays bare that the objective of the Republican leadership, in- 
cluding the leadership of this committee, is to score partisan politi- 
cal points, not to improve the system. 

Our investigation has never been one that would lead us in a bi- 
partisan way to change the system. Our investigation has been 
partisan and the procedure yesterday was to avoid the fact that a 
majority of the members of the House of Representatives, Demo- 
crats and Republicans alike, were willing to vote for real campaign 
finance reform and, to keep that majority from working its will, the 
Republican leadership put on the House floor bills that required 
two-thirds vote, bills that were a sham, and a procedure that kept 
the majority from moving forward with real bipartisan campaign fi- 
nance reform. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. Maloney. Mr. Chairman, could I make an opening state- 
ment? 

Mr. Burton. 'We thought we would have opening statements 
submitted for the record. Just the chairman and the ranking mi- 
nority member make opening statements to expedite the hearing, 
so if you would submit your statement for the record. 

Mrs. Maloney. Very well. 

[The prepared statements of Hon. Carolyn B. Maloney and Hon. 
Danny K. Davis follow:] 
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Opening Statement 
The Honorable Carolyn B. Maloney 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
Hearing on the FEC 
March 31, 1998 

Mr, Chairman, we are here today to examine the role of the Federal Election Commission 
in enforcing campaign finance law. However, if our goal is to discover why certain violations of 
election law go unpunished, then we should look no further than the members of this House. It is 
Congress that for years has cut the FEC’s budget and limited the EEC’s authority, all to make 
sure that the agency remains a “toothless tiger.” In three of the last four years. Congress has cut 
the FEC’s budget request by over ten percent. In Fiscal Year 1995, the FEC requested nearly 
thirty million dollars, but Congress appropriated just over twenty-five million. In 1 996, the 
agency asked for almost thirty-two million, and was given just over twenty-six million. In 1997, 
the agency originally requested over thirty-three million, and Congress appropriated just over 
twenty-five. For 1998, Congress granted nearly all of the FEC’s funding requests, but then tried 
to fence the agency in by attaching stipulations which prevented the agency from using much of 
the money to investigate alleged campaign finance abuses. 

To cite just one statistic, Mr. Chairman, last year, the FEC’s enforcement budget was 
smaller than the total amount of money spent by this committee and the Senate Governmental 
Affairs Committee in investigating the alleged abuses of the 1996 Clinton Campaign. This 
Congress spent more money investigating the alleged abuses of one campaign and one political 
patty from one election than it permitted the FEC to spend investigating all allegations from the 
same year. 

Mr. Chairman, last night this House passed a bill which many called “FEC Reform.” Yet 
we did so without a single hearing on the bill. We did so without a single mark-up. And we did 
so without consulting the FEC itself to see whether it could implement the proposed changes. 

I suspect that if we had consulted the FEC beforehand, we would have been able to pass a 
much stronger version. If we were serious about making the FEC stronger, we would not be here 
today grilling these public servants. Rather, we would be holding hearings on how Congress can 
help the FEC better do its job. 

Instead, this investigation has become the most costly, most partisan investigation in the 
history of Congress. The numbers speak for themselves: 

We have spent five million dollars in taxpayer money. We will probably spend five 
million more before this investigation is over. This committee has issued 524 subpoenas. Of 
these, only nine have been targeted toward Republican fundraising abuses. The rest have been 
aimed at Democrats. Eighteen different stale Democratic parties have been subpoenaed, in some 
cases simply for doing nothing more than supporting Democratic candidates. Not a single 
Republican state party has been faced with a similar subpoena. 

Not only have many Democrats been unfairly targeted, but many serious allegations of 
alleged Republican violations have not been investigated. Triad Management Company 
allegedly funneled millions to nonprofit organizations to support Republican candidates, but we 
have not held one single hearing in this conmiittee to investigate the issue. Nor have we 
investigated the connection between the tax breaks given to tobacco companies and the huge 
soft-money contributions which these same companies have given to the Republican party over 
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the years. 

If this committee wanted to conduct a fair, bipartisan investigation, we would be 
exploring these allegations along with the allegations concerning Democratic fundraising 
practices. 

Mr. Chairman, I have criticized this investigation many times in the past, and I do so 
again today. This investigation is overly partisan, one-sided, redundant, and unnecessary. Yet 
today’s hearing is particularly ironic because it occurs the morning after the House leadership 
prevented the membership of this House from having a full and fair debate on campaign finance 
reform. Even after this committee has spent millions of taxpayer dollars on a partisan witch 
hunt, the leadership of the House still reftises to permit an open discussion of campaign finance 
reform. Mr. Chairman, the American people demand real action on campaign finance reform, 
not this partisan witch hunt. 



Statement of Danny K. Davis (IL07) 
Campaign Finance Refom Hearing 
March 31, 1998 





Thank you Mr. Chairman for 
allowing me to express my 
thoughts and concerns on this 
morning’s campaign finance 
reform hearing. 

Although I believe that it is 
important to continue the 
discussion about real 
campaign finance reform, I 
believe that it is truly a 
partnership between us, the 
United States Congress, as 
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well as the Federal Election 
Commission (FEC). 
Somewhat of a check and 
balance system. 

As exemplified by last 
night’s debate, Congress has 
yet to fully deliberate 
campaign finance reform and 
pass a real sweeping 
measure. We need an 
effective, fair system guiding 
our donations to various 
campaigns. In essence, we 
still need the tools provided 
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through a worthy bill. At the 
same time, the FEC also 
needs effective “tools” to 
enforce current and new 
campaign finance laws. The 
FEC’s compliance division’s 
budget to operate is hardly 
comparable to this 
committee’s. In FY ’97, the 
compliance division received 
$6.5 million. Comparatively, 
this Committee received $20 
million in the 105^^ 

Congress — ^the increase 



17 


primarily due to the current 
investigation. 

Furthermore, it would seem 
somewhat redundant that we 
use our valuable resources to 
hold this particular hearing 
today since the FEC has 
already testified about this 
particular case on March 5, 
1998 in the GMIT 
subcommittee. 


I say, that we get back to the 
business of Congress by 
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investigating original alleged 
campaign finance 
wrongdoing by both sides of 
the aisle. Let’s get to the 
heart of the issue. How 
many times do we depose 
people in this chamber, when 
the Senate has already 
deposed the same individual? 
Instead of spinning our 
wheels, let’s put our wheels 
in motion towards full, 
effective reform. 
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Thank you very much and I 
yield back the balance of my 
time. 
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Mr. Burton. On behalf of the committee. I’d like to welcome 
Scott Thomas, Vice Chairman of the FEC, Lawrence Noble, Gen- 
eral Counsel of the FEC, Lois Lerner, Associate General Counsel 
of the FEC, and Jose Rodriguez, Attorney for the FEC. 

Would you please stand and raise your right hands? 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Do any of you have statements you would like to 
make at the outset or would you like to get right to questions? 

STATEMENT OF SCOTT E. THOMAS, VICE CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL 

ELECTION COMMISSION; LAWRENCE M. NOBLE, GENERAL 

COUNSEL, FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION; LOIS LERNER, 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, FEDERAL ELECTION COM- 
MISSION, AND JOSE RODRIGUEZ, STAFF ATTORNEY, FED- 
ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION, ASSIGNED TO THE INVES- 
TIGATION OF THOMAS KRAMER 

Mr. Thomas. Mr. Chairman, we’re happy to go right to questions. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Thomas. 

Mr. Bennett, you are recognized for 30 minutes, and I’d like you 
to 3 deld to me. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I yield my time back to you. 

Mr. Burton. Let me just take a minute or two to respond to my 
colleague, Mr. Waxman. 

First of all, we have not spent $5 million. We have spent $2.5 
million and 25 percent of that went to the minority. That’s the fact. 

Second, because of this committee’s actions, in part, there have 
been some indictments that have taken place. If you look at the in- 
dictment of Charlie 'Trie, you will find that actions taken by this 
committee are right in the indictment. Charlie Trie’s been indicted. 
Antonio Pan has been indicted. Maria Hsia has been indicted. 
Johnny Chung, whom we have met with, has pled guilty. Michael 
Brown has pled guilty. Gene and Nora Lum have pled guilty. 

So this hasn’t been a total exercise in futility. But let me go on 
just a little bit further. And I listened intently to Mr. Waxman, and 
I hope he’ll listen just a little bit to some of the things I have to 
say. 

First of all, it’s interesting to me that the Democrats on this com- 
mittee and at the White House, whenever there is something that 
appears to be a problem for them, attack the investigator. I have 
been attacked. Mr. Starr has been attacked. Senator Thompson has 
been attacked. Congressman Leach has been attacked. Congress- 
man Clinger has been attacked. 

Anyone who endangers in any way the DNC or the White House 
is viciously attacked. And I have a list, if anyone is interested, of 
about 40 people or organizations that have been viciously attacked 
because of allegations that they have made against the White 
House. 

Now, I understand that this is some kind of a mini-war and you 
have to expect those things. But the fact is if you are going to in- 
vestigate any allegations at all against this White House, you had 
better be ready for vicious attacks on your character, your back- 
ground and anything you have ever done in your life, all the way 
back to your childhood in some cases. 

Now let me talk about something else here that 
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Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, before you do, will you yield to me? 

Mr. Burton. I will not yield to you. You'll have your 30 minutes 
in a moment. 

One of the reasons why we have not been as successful as I 
would have liked — and I hope you in the media will get this — 89 
people, many very close friends of the President have either fled 
the country or are taking the fifth amendment, 89 people. And I 
am confident before this is over, it’s going to go well over 100. 

Now if these people have nothing to hide, if the administration 
has nothing to hide, why is everybody heading for the hills? Why 
are they going to Thailand, Indonesia, where we are incidentally 
trying to bail them out with a lot of money from the World Bank 
and the IMF? Why are ail these people taking off for China and 
everyplace else under the sun? Why have 90 people almost fled the 
country or taken the fifth amendment and will not appear or tes- 
tify? Because of the fear of self-incrimination, because they may 
have done something wrong. 

I think that’s something that’s significant. And when Mr. Wax- 
man and the Democrats attack, attack, attack; and when the White 
House attacks, attacks, attacks; and when the spin doctors like 
Lanny Davis and others spin and spin and spin and attack, attack, 
attack, there ought to be some concern out there in the hinterlands 
about that. 

I mean, if there’s nothing to this, why won’t they at least make 
a clean breast of it? Why won’t the President make a clean breast 
of these things instead of heading off to Africa or wherever he’s 
going. The fact of the matter is there are things that need to be 
looked into. We intend to look into them. No amount of intimida- 
tion or attacks on me or the committee will work. We can go into 
this week after week where every time we have a hearing, Mr. 
Waxman, you attack me and attack the veracity of what we’re try- 
ing to do. You can do it all you want to. But we’re going to continue 
on until we get to the bottom of this, if it’s at all possible. 

And with that, Mr. Bennett, you have the remainder 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, will you yield to me so I can re- 
spond to your comments? 

Mr. Burton. You’ll have your 30 minutes in a minute. In 30 
minutes, you’ll have your time. 

Mr. Waxman. You will not yield. 

Mr. Burton. No, I won’t. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Thomas, I recog- 
nize that some of the other members of the panel have more de- 
tailed knowledge of this file, but let me just clarify one thing, if I 
can. It is correct, is it not, that Mr. Thomas Kramer came forward 
voluntarily with respect to information concerning his illegal con- 
tributions as a foreign national to both Democrats and Republicans 
alike, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Thomas. He did come to us initially. I gather that he was 
spurred somewhat by a newspaper story about his predicament 
that occurred just before he came to us. 

Mr. Bennett. The newspaper story was in, I believe 

Mr. Burton. Would you pull the microphone a little bit closer so 
we can hear you clearly? Thank you, Mr. Thomas. 
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Mr. Bennett. The newspaper story, I believe, was in the Tampa 
Tribune in September 1994. 

Mr. Thomas. I believe that’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And for the members of the committee, I think a 
week thereafter on October 4, 1994, as reflected by exhibit 4 in the 
exhibit books, Mr. Kramer’s law firm actually notified the FEC of 
the fact that he had been made aware of the fact that he was not 
allowed to contribute as a foreign national. Isn’t that correct? 

[Exhibit 4 follows:] 
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Re: Thomas Br»— 


Dear X^arry: 

I as writing to follow op on our brief phone call last 
Friday. As I explained, we repraeent l^oaie Kraaer axtd wish to 
discloee voluntarily to the cenlMioa' Hr^-sreaer**' recent 
discovery that he nay have inadvertently .violated provisions of 
the Federal Election Caapaign Act naStisg or . censing 
contributions in connection with ‘cudidate ^eleetioas 
notwithstanding his status as a forAj^-lnatidnal. At the tiaa 
Mr. FXaeai* made or caused t he s e eobit^UBtieos/ he was not aware 
that foreign nationals aay not eaW^CMBtaeUEsiticM in connection 
with candidate elections in the TfiH^tirflPBl^ayes '/Ifr ‘ Ti aeei Is 
willing to cooperate fully with the "Oaiaiisislon and Its 'st^f ‘in 
connection with this natter. We-arcTseviehri^-Xr.*- Branar'a - 
records to identify «diieh contrilviitiona^^ay''raiee''questiMS -under 
the FBCA. We will prta^tly edviee '^the 'Odi^eaion -of any such 
contributions. Zf we conclude that 'any contributions were 
guestionable, Mr. Kraner will promptly eaeSc refunds of the 
contributions in question. 

He would appreciate it if you would fotvard this letter 
to the appropriate person on your enforceaent staff. ThanX you 
for your cooperation. 


Very truly yours, 

Roger M. Witten 

cc : Hr . Kraaer 
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Mr. Thomas. That’s my understanding. 

Mr. Bennett. And then 2 V 2 months later, as reflected by exhibit 
5 in the exhibit book before members of the committee, his law 
firm followed up with a more detailed recitation of to whom he had 
contributed and basically what he had done as a foreign national 
in making contributions. Is that correct? 

[Exhibit 5 follows:] 
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Oec«mber 27, 1994 


Joan HcEnery, Esq. 

Mary L. Takaar, Eaq. 

Central Enforceacnt Docket 
Office of the General Counael 
Federal Election Comaiaaion 
999 E Street, H.W. 

Sixth Floor 

Washington, D.C. 20463 

Re: Pre-KUR 30? 

Dear Joan and Hary: 

This letter follows ay earlier coaaunications regarding 
our client, Thonaa Rraaer. and his wish to disclose voluntarily 
to the Coonlaaion that he say have inadvertently violated 
proviaiona of the Federal Election Caapaign Act by Baking or 
causing contributions in connection with candidate elections 
despite his status as a foreign national. We include Mr. 

Kraaer-s affidavit and a chart of his questionable contributions 
for your review. Although w« believe we have investigated quite 
thoroughly, we will, of course, notify the CoMission promptly of 

^TxiTTTT? 
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any other contributionc that ve may learn of after this 
disclosure. 

Hr. Kramer did not intend to violate Section 441e« and 
he is quite sorry that it appears that he has done so. He was 
unaware of section 44 le or any leqal restrictions on the ability 
of foreign nationals to make candidate-related contributions. 
Although Mr. Kramer is quite obviously a foreign national in 
origin, no fundraiser or candidate ever inquired into his 
immigration status or refused funds from him because he was a 
foreign national. In addition, Mr. Kramer was represented by law 
firms on business matters during this period, including a firm 
that handled his immigration natters and whose principals 
solicited contributions from him and suggested that he make 
certain other contributions. He was never advised that a foreign 
national could not make candidate contributions. 

When Hr. Kraeer learned as a result of a September 28, 
1994 article in the Tamoa Tribune (attached) that some of his 
contributions night violate the FECA, he immediately contacted 
legal counsel. Counsel promptly notified the FEC of the 
po-^ential problem and of Hr. Kraaer's intention to cooperate 
fully In gathering Information on contrlbutiona he made or caused 
to be made, in seeking refunds of questionable contributions, and 
in making full disclosure to the Commission. 


EXHIftir 

FEC - 5.2 


2 
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Xs reflected on the enclosed chart, Mr. Kra»er or his 
companies made or caused six contributions to candidates for 
federal office and numerous contributions to candidates on the 
state and local level. He also made several contributions to 
Democratic and Republican party committees, which are not clearly 
candidate-related but which we list in our effort to make full 
disclosure. 

Hr. Kramer has requested refunds of all his personal 
and corporate contributions. To date, he has received refunds 
from the Democratic National Committee, the Democratic Senatorial 
campaign Committee, the Republican Senatorial Committee, 
Representative Ileana Roa-Lehtinen, and local candidates Cwen 
Hargolia and Charles Dusseau. By letter of October 2S, 1994, the 
Republican Party of Florida informed Mr. Kramer that it had 
directed the bulk of his donation to its state account for "non- 
campaign. non-Federal activities," and refunded the remaining 
S5.000. Mr. Kramer asked for a further refund of the additional 
$200,000 he contributed, but the Republican Party of Florida 
denied his request.^ Many of the local candidates who received 
contributions fror Hr. Kraaer, particularly those who were 
unsuccessful in their bids for office, have indicated that they 


An exception is Hr. Kramer's $1,000 contribution to Ms. 

Ileana Ros-Lchtinen, which the candidate refunded before Hr. 

Kramer made a request. 

^ The letters exchanged by the Republican Party of 

Florida and Hr. Kramer are attached. 

- 3 - 

f^xHTTT^ 
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no longer have open campaign accounts or funds from vhicn to 
refund his contributions. 

In addition to his personal and corporate 
contributions, Mr. Kramer also made some contributions through 
other people. Of the contributions Mr. Kramer made on the 
federal level, two were made through another, his secretary, 

Terri Bradley. These are listed in the accompanying chart. We 
have reason to believe Hr. Kramer also made eandidate^related 
contributions through others on the state and local level. We 
have included the information we have been able to gather in the 
enclosed chart. We did not want to further delay this submission 
to the Commission, and have noted ^intermediary" as the 
contributor where we believe Mr. Kramer made a state or local 
campaign contribution through another. I' 

In sum. Hr. Kramer was, until recently, unaware that 
foreign nationals could not make candidate-related contributions. 
He made some of these contributions at the suggestion and with 
the advice of principals at his lead law firm, which also handled 
his immigration matters. Although he was solicited by numerous 
campaign fundraiaera and is quite clearly of foreign origin, he 
was never aaked about hia citiaenship or residency status. Mr. 

*' We were grulded in our epproach to this issue by the 

First Oeneril Counsel's Report in the Sports Shinko matter, dated 
June 4, 1993, in which the General Counsel took the position that 
violations of 2 U.S.C. 5 44if involving contributions to state 
and local candidates were more properly the business of state 
authorities than the FEC. (Report at 17-10). 
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attantion, and ha haa cooparatad fully in facilitating an 
invaatigation into his contributions. 

Ha would appraeiata an opportunity to aaat with you 
ragarding this sattar at your convanianca to axplora tha 
possibility of pra*probabla causa conciliation. In tha intarin, 
plaasa lat us know if wa say provida any further information. 

Sincaraly« 

Kogmr M. Hitt.n 
lUrgar.t L. Ackcrlay 
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Mr. Thomas. I believe so, yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And I guess my question initially, sir, is that from 
our review of the records which Mr. Noble’s staff has disclosed to 
the committee, it appears that — correct me if I’m wrong — literally, 
the Federal Election Commission had not done anything either 
with the initial publicity in September 1994 or anything up until 
December 1994 when Mr. Kramer was making this voluntary dis- 
closure of the fact that he was not an American citizen and had do- 
nated foreign money to both Democrats and Republicans. Isn’t that 
essentially correct? 

Mr. Thomas. That the Commission had not done anything, 
meaning? 

Mr. Bennett. That’s correct. Basically, you had no file on Mr. 
Kramer. He came forward and voluntarily disclosed information, 
correct? 

Mr. Thomas. The matter was before us in the sense it was a 
pending matter. But yes, as we can explain later on, we have a 
fairly elaborate system for handling and processing matters like 
that that come in the door. There’s a matter of assigning it to the 
central enforcement docket and so on. But the bottom line is I 
think by December 1994, if that was your date, no substantive ac- 
tion had been taken by the Commission. 

Mr. Bennett. But the point is that it was a pending matter be- 
cause he had disclosed himself, he voluntarily came forward him- 
self. 

Mr. Thomas. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And then ultimately he paid a fine in 1996, is that 
correct? 

Mr. 'Thomas. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And looking, if I can, at exhibit 1 on the screen, 
of all the fines that were assessed, you have a total of maybe 
$500,000 in fines which are assessed, and $320,000 of those fines 
were assessed agsunst an individual who volimtarily came forward 
disclosing facts to the Federal Election Commission, correct? 

[Exhibit 1 follows:] 
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Terri Bradley 

$21,000 

July 1996 

Thomas B. Kramer 

$323,000 

August 1996 

Republican Party of Florida 

$82,000 

March 1997 

Greenberg, Traurig, 

$77,000 

February 1998 

Hoffman, Lipoff, Rosen 



& Quentel, P.A. 
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Mr. Thomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And correct me also — again, I’m just trying to 
make sure we’re clear on the chronology, Mr. Thomas. And with re- 
spect to the entire inquiry, you have, when all is said and done, 
only four entities receive fines. There were many people who were 
listed, and there were many inquiries about many people who re- 
ceived money from Mr. Kramer, correct? 

Mr. Thomas. Indeed, he made contributions to many committees, 
many candidate committees, party committees and so on. As a gen- 
eral rule, yes — if you look at the case file — we decided to basically 
concentrate on the four entities that you just identified in terms of 
trying to pursue the matter through to get a conciliation agree- 
ment. On the rest, for various reasons which we can go into in as 
much detail as you’d like later or now, we decided to not take any 
further action. 

Mr. Bennett. And I guess my point is this then. Clearly, so the 
record is clear, Mr. Kramer was very bipartisan in his largesse. He 
gave to Democrats and Republicans alike, didn’t he? 

Mr. Thomas. Yes, he did. 

Mr. Bennett. But when all was said and done, with an inves- 
tigation that he triggered by his voluntary disclosure and the fines 
that were assessed, when all was said and done, he was fined, his 
secretary was fined in connection with her conduit contribution — 
and we’ll get into that in more detail in a few minutes. The ^pub- 
lican party of Florida was fined, and then a law firm in Florida was 
fined, Mr. Marvin Rosen’s law firm was fined, is that correct? 

Mr. Thomas. That’s right. 

Mr. Bennett. But there was no fine assessed against Mr. Rosen 
himself, correct? 

Mr. Thomas. Correct. 

Mr. Bennett. Now let me ask you this, sir. Obviously, we’ll get 
into the matter of the reference to Vice President Gore in the final 
report that was released last month. And I think if we can look at 
exhibit FEC 2 on the screen, the reference to Mr. Glicken’s high 
profile and association with Vice President Gore. 

On reflection. Commissioner Thomas, are you totally pleased 
with the way this matter was haindled start to finish? 

[Exhibit 2 follows:] 
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Mr. Thomas. Well, I guess the basic answer to that would be no. 
I, like all my colleagues, would like to see the Federal Election 
Commission be able to handle more of the matters that come before 
us, to not have to simply take no further action without any sub- 
stantive action on as many respondents as we do. 

We have a serious resource problem. We have been trying to 
identify that in particular to the Congress this year in our budget 
request. But I think on balance, what you will find at the end of 
today is that the Federal Election Commission is facing a very 
daunting compliance workload. 

For example, as of the beginning of this month, we had pending 
162 enforcement cases that involved over 1,500 respondents. Mean- 
while, we have a staff problem to the extent that we can only as- 
sign about 24 FTE, full-time equivalents, to the compliance work- 
loads. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Yes, Mr. Thomas, let me just followup on that. You 
had four people in this series of cases who were all interrelated 
that were fined. 

Mr. Thomas. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. And yet Mr. Glicken, who was very close to the Vice 
President, as the statement makes very clear, was not fined and 
the case was dropped. I understand that you may have a resource 
problem over there and a personnel problem because you don’t 
have enough to do all the jobs. 

But here you had four things that were working simultaneously 
and Mr. Glicken was part of that and you dropped it. Why would 
you drop it when you had the other four moving along in tWs case, 
which is very conspicuous, and it just falls out of sight. I don’t un- 
derstand that. 

I understand the resource problem. But since you’re working on 
the other four, why wouldn’t you followup on this? 

Mr. Thomas. Well, it’s always a matter of making choices, Mr. 
Chairman. With the resources that we have, we always are having 
to decide which respondents in any particular large case we’re 
going to try to pursue. 

I suppose our counsel can provide more detail, but as I look back 
at this case on reflection, it really seems to me that what was going 
on was that given the limited resources we had one staff attorney 
working this case, line staff attorney, and that staff attorney was 
basically trying to figure out how to close out the matter with re- 
gard to the remaining respondents. And the concentration, quite 
honestly, was at that point, trjdng to get a settlement with this law 
firm, the law firm that had been involved at least to the extent of 
a couple of partners in helping to solicit some of these contribu- 
tions, or so it seemed. 

And obviously, the focus of our resources was on trying to get 
that law firm to settle, because we thought that was a very signifi- 
cant matter. As a general rule, the Commission has not gone 
against soliciting entities, and we felt that it was crucial to use our 
resources there. 

Mr. Burton. I understand. But there’s a pattern here that it 
seems should have been explored more thoroughly. Maybe that’s 
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just my opinion. And I know in retrospect maybe you feel that way, 
but they were all interrelated and it’s troubling to me. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Noble, the chairman made reference to the fact that Thomas 
Kramer was essentially a fairly high profile individual in the 
Miami area. You would concur with that, would you not? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. I mean, it really wasn’t any secret, was it, and is 
not that Mr. Kramer was not an American citizen and had recently 
come over to the Miami area from Germany, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Noble. We were not aware of that when the matter first 
came to us. 

Mr. Bennett. I understand. But during your investigation it was 
abundantly clear. I mean, there was a Forbes Magazine article that 
the chairman made reference to, a lot of publicity. He was a very 
wealthy individual. He was definitely known to be a German inves- 
tor in the South Beach, Miami area, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Noble. From what I understand now, yes. And we were in- 
terested in the issue of whether or not it was obvious that he was 
a foreign national. Keep in mind that it’s not a question of whether 
he was an American citizen or came from Germany. It was a ques- 
tion of whether or not he was a foreign national and whether or 
not he was what’s called a green card holder in this country. 

Mr. Bennett. Right. 

Mr. Noble. So that was not necessarily clear at the beginning. 

Mr. Bennett. But it was pretty clear then that this was some- 
thing that needed to be scrutinized once you realized what was in- 
volved with Mr. Kramer and these contributions, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Lemer and Mr. Rodriguez, you were, I think, 
the two people who have been most involved, or perhaps you, Mr. 
Rodriguez, with the particular work on this file, is that correct? 

Mr. Rodriguez. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And with respect to the matter of solicitations of 
contributions from Thomas Kramer, it appears from our review of 
the records submitted by the FEC to the committee — records which 
are available to both the majority and the minority and I think 
both sides have reviewed them — ^it’s pretty clear, is it not, that 
there were two particular individuals who dealt with Mr. Kramer. 
Specifically, Marvin Rosen, who later became the finance director 
of the Democratic National Committee, and Mr. Howard Glicken, 
isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Rodriguez. That’s what the record shows now, yes, that’s 
correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And specifically noting, for example, I think it’s 
FEC document 15, Mr. Glicken was the first person to solicit con- 
tributions from Mr. Kramer, was he not, Mr. l^driguez, it appears 
in April 1993? 

[Exhibit 15 follows;] 
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Mr. Rodriguez. Certainly one of the first. 

Mr. Bennett. At least from our review — and if I’m incorrect, 
please correct me, sir — ^but from our review of the records, it ap- 
pears that’s the first solicitation that we see, is the solicitation for 
$25,000 by Mr. Glicken from Mr. Kramer, is that correct? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Yes, that’s the first solicitation we have docu- 
mentation concerning. 

Mr. Bennett. And then we then have another solicitation by Mr. 
Rosen, I think exhibit 19, and that’s in the amount of $60,000, I 
believe, isn’t that correct? 

[Exhibit 19 follows:] 
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Mr. Rodriguez. Correct. 

Mr. Bennett. If you would just — if you can very quickly, Mr. 
Rodriguez, in terms of the chronology, it does appear, does it not, 
that when these solicitation sheets have been reviewed, there real- 
ly isn’t any reference to Mr. Rosen’s law firm? It’s Mr. Rosen, indi- 
vidually, who is credited with soliciting that money and getting Mr. 
Kramer to contribute $60,000. Isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Rodriguez. That’s correct. The name that appears is Mr. 
Rosen’s. 

Mr. Bennett. And with respect to the matter of Mr. Rosen’s law 
firm, I note that, Ms. Lemer, that in your opinion that you ulti- 
mately signed, you, in fact, are the individual who signed — as Asso- 
ciate General Counsel — ^you signed the final General Counsel’s Re- 
port. Is that correct? 

Ms. Lerner. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And I note that there is no reference to Mr. Rosen, 
individually. There is reference to Mr. Rosen’s law firm and, ulti- 
mately, the law firm is fine, but there is not one mention of Mr. 
Rosen individually in that General Counsel’s Report. Was there a 
reason for that? 

Ms. Lerner. The focus of the investigation, from the time that 
we received the sua sponte from Mr. Kramer, was the law firm. Mr. 
Kramer had said that it was individuals in the law firm that had 
solicited him and that was how we had proceeded. 

Mr. Bennett. And there was a one time — ^but as you proceeded — 
I mean, when you say “sua sponte,” the phrase means that Mr. 
Kramer, as I said earlier, came in and volunteered this informa- 
tion. Correct? 

Ms. Lerner. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And once the investigation proceeded from our re- 
view of these records, you not only had the matter of Mr. Glicken 
and the reference to Mr. Glicken being a friend of the Vice Presi- 
dent’s, but you clearly have references to Mr. Rosen — individually, 
not his law firm — Mr. Rosen soliciting money from Mr. Kramer, 
and my question to you is why is there not any reference to Mr. 
Rosen who later became the finance chairman of the Democratic 
National Committee? Why is not specific reference to Mr. Rosen in 
the General Counsel’s Report, at least as to Mr. Glicken? At least 
you made specific reference to him and stated why you felt that 
there should not be any proceeding against him. 

Ms. Lerner. I think you have to go back to the beginning of the 
case and the decisions that were made at the time that they were 
made. When we received this and we looked at it, what we saw was 
an individual coming in indicating that he had made many con- 
tributions, and he was a foreign national and so those contributions 
were incorrect. He also indicated that many of these contributions 
had been solicited through a particular law firm. Our focus, at that 
point, was to proceed against him and the law firm. Ordinarily in 
the past, we had not really proceeded against solicitors in these 
kinds of cases, but here we had very specific information regarding 
the law firm. It was not until much farther down the road after we 
had already conciliated with Mr. Kramer; with Ms. Bradley; with 
the Florida Republican party, many months down the road, and we 
were working on conciliating with the law firm, that we received 
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information indicating who the individual solicitors might have 
been. At that 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Burton. Let me just followup, if I might. 

You have gone after individuals who illegally or unethically solic- 
ited contributions that were not legal, have you not? 

Ms. Lerner. Foreign national contributions, I believe there’s only 
been one other instance where we have pursued a solicitor. 

Mr. Burton. Is that right? Only one other? 

Ms. Lerner. I believe so. 

Mr. Burton. In other words, if I went out and started soliciting 
money from a foreign national, and knew that it was illegal and 
was trying to get it for the Republican party, you wouldn’t inves- 
tigate that? 

Ms. Lerner. That’s not what I said. I said that in the past, I be- 
lieve we’ve only pursued one other individual. Once again, we have 
to make decisions on how best to pursue the case. 

Mr. Burton. Well, let me followup. You were investigating the 
law firm of Mr. Rosen. It was very clear that Mr. Rosen was the 
person in the law firm that was making these unethical or illegal 
solicitations, and, yet, you never went after him. Why? 

Ms. Lerner. It was not very clear that it was Mr. Rosen who 
was doing it. First of all 

Mr. Burton. You didn’t find that out when you got into this? 

Mr. Noble. Mr. Chairman, we didn’t find that out until last 
summer. 

Ms. Lerner. And it was only after we began to conciliate with 
the law firm, and the conciliation didn’t look like it was going any- 
where. We got back into the investigation and we received that in- 
formation, however, there’s also information that there were other 
people in the law firm who were also involved in the solicitations, 
not just Mr. Rosen. Even though his name appears on the reports, 
there were other individuals that were involved in the solicitations. 

Mr. Noble. Mr. Chairman, if I may? If we have evidence that a 
person knowingly and willfully violated the law, we obviously take 
that much more seriously. If we have evidence that they, in fact, 
knew that this was an illegal solicitation, then we take it more se- 
riously. The issue with the law firm was that the law firm should 
have known that he was a foreign national, because they were 
doing legal work for him. 

If you look at the file on this case, we did not search out any of 
the other solicitors. There were a lot of contributions made here. 
We can assume that there were a lot of solicitors, both on the 
Democratic and the Republican side, who solicited contributions 
from Mr. Kramer. We don’t have the resources to go after every one 
of those. We had to make a decision early on in the case of what 
we were going to do, and you have to take it at the time of that 
case of what we were dealing with. In terms of just resources, we 
were averaging 319 cases in any given month from that year, in 
fiscal year 1997, of which we activated only about a third. So, if 
we — I would have loved to have had the resources to look at all the 
solicitors and to find out what they knew; how they solicited the 
money. This would have taken up half our staff to do this. We’ve 
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been asking Congress for the resources to do it, and we haven’t 
been getting it. 

Mr. Bennett. If I can pick up on that, Mr. Noble. With respect 
to the matter of resources and trying to interview, I understand, 
many, many people as to solicitors, there was a very specific mat- 
ter, though, that’s referred to in the General Counsel’s Report re- 
ferring to exhibit 11. In terms of the General Counsel’s Report, 
there was very clear early indication that there was an effort to- 
ward a $20,000 conduit pa 3 ment and, Ms. Lemer, in the footnote 
of your opinion there, there is specific reference to the fact that Mr. 
Kramer’s initial disclosure, voluntary disclosure, to the FEC noted 
that an unidentified individual associated with the Democratic 
Senatorial Campaign Committee had suggested that Mr. Kramer 
funnel a $20,000 contribution through his assistant. So, apart from 
all the other — I can understand the matter of all the people that 
solicited, but on this matter it’s a very specific representation early 
in 1994 where Kramer’s coming forward and essentially saying 
that someone from a major national party was suggesting an illegal 
conduit of $20,000. I mean, there’s no ambiguity about that, would 
you say, Mr. Thomas? It’s pretty clear that that’s what the individ- 
ual was representing to the FEC back in 1994. 

[Exhibit 11 follows;] 
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Mr. Noble. I think it clearly raises that possibility, no doubt. 

Mr. Bennett. And further with that, is document 10, before the 
members of the committee, in addition to the footnote, Mr. 
Rodriguez, I note that there is record of a telephone conversation 
that you, Mr. Rodriguez, had with a lawyer for Terri Bradley, Mr. 
Kramer’s secretary. 

[Exhibit 10 follows;] 
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Mr. Rodriguez. Correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And, again, if we have that on the screen for the 
members of the committee referencing that Ms. Bradley overheard 
a conversation between Mr. Kramer and another individual during 
which the individual asked Mr. Kramer if there was anyone else 
who could make the contribution in your place. This individual also 
explained that the requested contribution would make Mr. Kramer 
a member of the inner circle, et cetera, and it goes on to describe 
the conversation, but you definitely have not only Kramer’s affida- 
vit but a conversation in which Ms. Bradley is saying that someone 
connected with a major political party is suggesting an illegal 
$20,000 conduit pa 3 nnent. What steps were taken to try to identify 
that particular individual based on the representations of both Mr. 
Kramer and his secretary? 

Mr. Rodriguez. I want to clarify, for the record, that this con- 
versation occurred approximately 2 years after the Kramer sua 
sponte was filed. It was basically September 11, 1997. At that 
point, we were engaging in conciliation negotiations with the law 
firm. Once the conciliation was fruitful we 

Mr. Bennett. Can I interrupt just one — I don’t mean to inter- 
rupt you, sir, but just so we’re clear, exhibit 6, if I can have that 
on the screen. Mr. Kramer, in his initial affidavit — and if I’m mis- 
taken, Liz, correct me — but, Mr. Kramer, in his affidavit makes ref- 
erence to being directly or indirectly informed that a ranking per- 
son with the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee had sug- 
gested making this illegal contribution. So, when was the first time 
you had knowledge — you, yourself, as the line attorney — that there 
were these two specific allegations involving one particular matter: 
the $20,000 conduit contribution? 

[Exhibit 6 follows:] 
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AFFIDAVIT OF InOMAS ISAHIR 

STATE or FLORIDA ) 

J 

COUNTY or DADE ) 

1 . ny n«ne :s Thomas Kramer. X am a real esiaic 

;r.vescor living ir. Beach. Florida. The donor cerpar.ies 

liaced in Atcachnen: A hereto are all corporacions ir.corpcraced 
under the lawg o! the state of Florida and arc wholly owned by 
me . 

2. r a« a Cardan citlaen and am in the U.nited States 
on ar. Z-2 visa. T a« net lawfully admitted in the United States 
fer pcr~nanent reeidence 

3. ! rada cand.date rtntrlbutlons personally and 
t.^'.rsugh my ecm.pa.riai d^r.r.9 « par.^d of approx ir.ate 1 y a year aivd 
thr ea • q*uarc ers , Ccginnir.g in early ifll I gave to atate and 
local eandidatea. tha tapubllcar Farty of Florida, and the 
.r.ac;=nal Ccmoeratic and Bep-bl.can parties. 1 also persor.ally 
^'adt or caused centr;6,t ;o~a to ts«(r federal candidates 

4. Brior ce and during tr.is period. I was not 

anowledgcable about (aiaral finance laws, including 

3 V . S . C . f 441e •hicn ! new w»d»ft*.and tars contributions Oy 
foreign nationala to politiral eardidates- 

5. T ap«a< trtgliah wit* a Cerr^an accent, and I 
baliava most people wno aj^cw w^ realize I am German. 

Ne VC rt ne 1 esa , no ora Kho aolititcd of accepted my candidate 
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Its that i; was illsgal fsr .te to contribute, or rejected my 

politic*! contribct lor.J oec*'^se cJ »y cicizenship. 

6. During zhxs p€fxe>d. I was r«pre«en;ed by several 
law firTTs on buair.eas w«aiter*. including Craanberg, Tracr:.g. 
Hoffman. Lipoff. »osen k and Thomson Harare Raxooit k 

Man. The Creer.terg, Traurig firm was my principal counsel, and 
handled my inmigratio.n -atters among other thinga. Rrir.ctpalc at 
that firm from tir«<co*time solicited from me and suggested thsc 
: make certain political contributions. I did not specifically 
rcc'.^est electien la» edvtce from Greenberg. Traurig or Thomson 
Curare. However. I generally requested Greenberg. Traurig to 
ta«e all appropriate autio.n to assure that ffly activities of which 
they were aware were rrrSwrted in a fashion fully compliant with 
me la« at no :me d.d a.ny atterney advise me chat there was 
ary tisue as to my legal ability to maxe political contributions 
z: t.^at :ore:gn raticra.e ••!€ promcitad from making such 
con: ributiona 

On reading a September II. 1194 article in the 
* Tri*-jr# indicating the; ae-«e of ry contributions may be 
prctl. matte. I wee Sgrrr.Sft end immediately consulted counsel, 
after eoneultatien with ce..n«e. end investigation of my records. 

• req’.ested refunoe cf ell folitirel contributions that I or my 
co'paniee made that My ce ; and idate * re lated . 


^ EXHIBIT 
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8. I mad; two contributions at tbs !sdsral level 

through my secretary. Ms. Tern Bradley. I have req-uested 
refuncs of chese coniribucxons. 

a. 1 reinxbursed Mi. Bradley for a SI. 300 c-r.i r : r.t i cr. 
race i.i her name to Senator George Mitchell i.n March 1953. I co 
not recall the circumstances surrounding this contribution or wny 
t.he contribution was made in this way. 

b. I also reirhursed Ms. Bradley for a 523,000 
rcntrioution made in her name co the Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Ccnmictee (•OSCC'I on April 28, 1993. To the best of ny 
recollection, I believe that 1 was informed directly or 
indirectly by a Democrat;! P*tty fundraiser that the DSCC would 
itrtpt tor.tribut ii.ns c.nl> from v S. citizens. I do not recall 
-na:. ;f any. esplanat ;s.“. “ay have been given. In any event. I 
did not understand at the time mat 1 was being advised that it 
was unlawful for the OSCC <or any one else) to accept political 
ccntnout ions frer fcreign r.aticnals. 2 proceeded as I did 
because, to the beat of -y recollection, * understood that the 
solicitor suggested iir. the presenre cf myself and my secretary) 
that, since the OSCC accepted contributions only from U S. 
citisens. a U.S. eitixen tnould contribute on my behalf. I have 

recollection of underaiandi.ng mac there was any legal issue 
involved . 


9. To the beet of my Knowledge, the accompanying 
chare of contribution* (Acc«ch-«ent B) accurately shows the 
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Arure Coasc Development. Ltd. 
Seachwalic Development Corp. 
New riesta, Ir.c. 

Olyrpus Holding Corp. 

Playa Del Sol. Ltd. 

Portofino Group. Inc. 
Sandpoint Financial. Ltd. 
Santorini Isle. Inc. 

£32. Inc. 

Seagull Development Corp. 
£cuth Beach Creative Group 
£t. Tropee R/S Fund. Ltd. 

Sun t Fun, Inc. 

2 Star Island, Inc. 

5 Star Island. Znc. 

7th & 5th Deco Corp. 

2 $ Star Island. Inc. 
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Mr. Rodriguez. If I recall the sua sponte correctly, his — Mr. Kra- 
mer’s statement — was that a Democratic fundraiser suggested that 
the contribution be made through his secretary. That was the first 
knowledge we had, amd if you look at our first General Counsel Re- 
ports and the reports after that, we informally pursued further in- 
formation on that issue. 

Mr. Bennett. When did you first know that? Didn’t he inform 
you of that early in the game when he made voluntary disclosure; 
when his lawyers came forward? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Yes, we followed the 

Mr. Bennett. You Imew that in December 1994, didn’t you, sir? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And I guess my question is up until 1997, what 
was done to try to deal with this very clear, specific request and, 
obviously, a violation of the law because Ms. Bradley did, in fact, 
make a $20,000 conduit payment, didn’t she? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Yes, she did. 

Mr. Bennett. OK. And what steps did you take to try to find out 
who this person was? 

Mr. Rodriguez. The steps that were taken were taken during 
the conciliation process, and I can’t go into detail because it’s con- 
fidential information. 

Mr. Bennett. I understand. 

Mr. Rodriguez. We sought to gain further information on this 
transaction during the negotiations for conciliation. We did not — 
the conciliation negotiations went quickly, incidentally, settlement 
was reached quickly. Later on in the investigation when we could 
not find settlement or reach settlement with the law firm, we in- 
quired further, and that brings us to the conversation you saw ear- 
lier on the Telecon and other information that you have in your 
possession. 

Mr. Bennett. But, I guess, my question is at the time, however, 
at the time, did you notify anyone at the Department of Justice 
with respect to, clearly, an indication of a violation of election law? 

Mr. Noble. If I may answer that, we’re not permitted to do that 
at that point. The statute is very clear that we can refer matters 
over to the Department of Justice only after the Commission finds 
probable cause to believe that there’s a violation. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, let me ask you, then, Mr. Noble, if I may on 
that: if you have an individual voluntarily coming forward through 
his law firm saying, “I’ve read my name in the newspaper. Appar- 
ently, I’m not allowed to medce these contributions. I’m not an 
American citizen; I’m sua sponte, as you say in your report — Latin, 
for on your own volition. Here I am.” And his secretary says, ‘Tes, 
and that’s what we did.” And both of them say, “Yes, and we were 
told to do this $20,000 conduit contribution, smd we do it through 
me; I was his secretary.” Given the candor that these people are 
representing, I’m not sure if the committee would understand why 
it would take 2 or 3 years to, at least, on that matter, make a de- 
termination of why you’re looking into other matters involving Mr. 
Kramer and all the Democrats and Republicans who got money 
from him. On that particular matter, it seems fairly reasonable, 
wouldn’t it, to notify Attorney General Reno’s office over at the Jus- 
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tice Department that we have clear indications that there appar- 
ently was a conduit contribution here? 

Mr. Noble. I don’t think, at that point, we had probable cause 
to believe that Mr. Glicken had made a — solicited an unlawful con- 
tribution. You have to keep in mind, also, a distinction that we 
drew, and it’s, frankly, a triage distinction, because we are in this 
mode where we cannot do everything we want to do. The distinc- 
tion we drew is we did not go after, generally, the solicitors in any 
of these cases. 

What interested us in this case and in the affidavit was the sug- 
gestion that Mr. Kramer may have been told to do a contribution 
in the name of another. Now, actually, what the language is, is he 
says, “I proceeded as I did because to the best of my recollection 
I understood that the solicitors suggested in the presence of myself 
and my secretary that since the DSCC accepted contributions only 
from U.S. citizens, a U.S. citizen should contribute on my behalf.” 

Now, that is clearly an indication something was there. What we 
did about it was with one exception which was the Republican 
party of Florida for another reason — where we went reason to be- 
lieve no further action, meaning close the case out, as to all the 
other recipient committees, we kept the DSCC in the case, because 
we were concerned about that. It raised enough of a flag to us that 
we were concerned about it, but, as Ms. Lerner said, our focus at 
that point was that we had Mr. Kramer coming in, and we had 
what we thought was a serious situation with a law firm soliciting. 
That’s what we put our limited resources on, hoping during the 
conciliation — and then later you’ll see we actually went out with 
discovery — hoping we would get further information on the DSCC 
and maybe be able to resolve this issue, but, as we’ll discuss, time 
ultimately ran out on us. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, I guess, my point on this is, is that looking 
at, Mr. Rodriguez, looking at exhibit 40, the e-mail communication 
from you to Ms. Bumgarner, who I believe is there on staff as well, 
is that correct, Mr. Rodriguez? 

[Exhibit 40 follows:] 
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Date; 

From: 

Subject: 

To: 


T/22/91 8:20:15 AM 
Jose Rodriguez 
Bradley Issue 
Nary Arm Bumgarner 


Now that the story has broken, can tX check wich Justice to determine 
if they have any interest in purauimg the reported Kramer/Bradley activity 
criminally? This would be good info to have before contacting Bradley's 
counsel . 
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Mr. Rodriguez. That’s correct, she’s my supervisor. 

Mr. Bennett. That is in July of last summer, and it now says, 
correct if I’m wrong, “Now that the story has broken, can L.L.” — 
I assume we’re referring to Ms. Lemer sitting here today, Ms. Lois 
Lemer — “check with Justice to determine if they have any interest 
in pursuing the reported Kramer-Bradley activity criminally. This 
would be good info to have before contacting Bradley’s counsel.” 

I guess, again, my question is, with respect to that particular 
matter, and this is separate from the matter of Howard Glicken or 
Marvin Rosen or whoever was the person that made the sugges- 
tion, you’re not in a different position there in July 1997, than you 
would have been earlier to make a specific referral on that matter 
to the Justice Department, would you, Mr. Rodriguez? 

Ms. Lerner. I’ll respond for him with regard to that. We still 
could not have referred any matter over to the Department of Jus- 
tice absent finding probable cause. What this related to was we 
were now in the place where we had settled the matter with cer- 
tain parties; we were unable — at that point, it did not look like we 
were going to be able to settle with the law firm. The two cases 
had been divided out. The information was on the public record 
that there had been, in fact, the Kramer situation, and, at that 
point, I was more in a position to be able to discuss the matter 
with the Department of Justice, because it was on the public record 
and they could be doing it on their own. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, let me just — my time is up — just let me close 
with this one last question, Ms. Lerner. Were Mr. Marvin Rosen or 
Howard Glicken ever interviewed during this inquiry? 

Ms. Lerner, No, they were not. 

Mr. Bennett. Did anyone ever contact Marvin Rosen or Howard 
Glicken, the two people who mainly dealt with Mr. Kramer and so- 
licited money from him, and asked their version of events with re- 
spect to this? 

Ms. Lerner. No. 

Mr. Bennett. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Noble. Mr. Chairman, if I may, just keep in mind, we have 
two investigators for our whole staff. 

Mr. Burton. Beg your pardon? 

Mr. Noble. We have two investigators for our whole staff. 

Mr. Burton. No, you’ve made your case very clear as far as lack 
of resources and personnel. I think that our concern was why there 
wasn’t more followup since there were four people involved. Mr. 
Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Noble, why do you 
say that you only had two investigators? What difference would 
that make? 

Mr. Noble. All of these cases have to be understood in terms of 
the caseload we have and the resources we have. When we discuss 
how to proceed on these cases, we’re aware that we can only handle 
a very limited amount — a very limited number of investigations, 
and, frankly, at the time this came up last summer, we knew that 
we are already dealing with large cases coming in from the 1996 
election. Remember, these contributions are from 1993, 1994. We 
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are trying to get out of the 1993, 1994 cycle and we have to look 
at where the resources are going to go. 

I know that when Ms. Lemer comes to me and says — and this 
happened in this case — that we will probably have to launch an in- 
vestigation on this, that it’s going to have to come from somewhere; 
some other case we’re going to have to stop investigating. There is 
some other case that will not get activated because of that. And so 
what we do in that situation is we see if we can get, if you will, 
the quick hit. If we can the get settlement; if we can get substan- 
tial civil penalties and get the message out that this is a very seri- 
ous violation, we will then do that and move on. 

I would have — as I said before — I would have loved to have found 
out what Mr. Glicken knew. There are a lot of cases we have today 
that are going to suffer this fate where we would like to find out 
what’s going on, but we are not able to find out what’s going on. 

Mr. Waxman. You’re not able to find out because the Congress 
of the United States appropriated a limited amount for your budg- 
et, and I want you to know that was a big fight in the Congress, 
but the Republican leadership in the Congress decided they didn’t 
want to give more money to the Federal Election Commission to 
pursue enforcement of campaign violations, and now we have you 
before us to criticize you for not being able to do more than what 
your money permitted. 

Now, it’s appropriate for this committee to call the Federal Elec- 
tion Commission before us as part of our congressional oversight, 
but it’s also fair to ask for accountability of this committee, itself, 
and the chairman stated in his statement that he spent $2.5 mil- 
lion, not the $5 million that I alleged. I want to know, Mr. Chair- 
man, whether you, by the end of this week, will give us a full ac- 
counting of the money spent by this committee? No other govern- 
mental agency would be able to get away without giving a full ac- 
counting. I think the members of this committee and the public are 
entitled to a full accounting of the money spent, and I’d like to 
yield to you for the sole purpose of responding to my request that 
you give us the information as to what you have been spending. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you for yielding. It’s a matter of public 
record the amount of money that was appropriated by the House 
for our investigation. I mean, I don’t think it’s any great mystery. 
All you have to do is open up the books and look at it. 

Mr. Waxman. I’d like to know, Mr. Chairman, how you came up 
with the $2.5 million figure. That’s the figure you stated publicly, 
and I think we’re entitled to know how you came up with it. Last 
year, you said that you had a data base that the Republicans were 
creating. We were critical because we thought we should share it, 
but you stated that it cost $40,000. Now, we read in the newspaper, 
it cost $60,000. Will you provide for us an accounting of how you’ve 
come to this figure of $2.5 million? 

Mr. Burton. Well, I will certainly check with the staff, but it’s 
a matter of record; it’s there, and I’ll have the staff get that to- 
gether for you, Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Burton. Obviously, I want to cooperate with you any way 
I can. 
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Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I differ with you. It is not a matter 
of public record. There are a lot of things that are in the public 
record, but the statement of $2.5 million ought to be justified if 
you’re going to make it. 

Now, let me go on to some other things. I do want to ask you 
some questions about the matter that’s before us, but I do want to 
talk about how it’s somewhat comical to think, as the chairman 
stated, that this is the only investigation that’s actually pursuing 
all these campaign violations, and if it weren’t for us, no one would 
be looking at it. The fact of the matter is that Senator Thompson’s 
committee held over 30 hearings on campaign finance investiga- 
tions. The Justice Department has a task force of over 120 people, 
and they’re pursuing these issues. Our committee is pursuing the 
matters as well, but I must say that nothing has come out of this 
committee’s deliberations that one would not have been able to 
read in advance in the New York Times, the Washington Post, the 
L.A. Times, in any of the media that has reported and done its own 
investigation of campaign finance abuses. 

And the chairman, in his very defensive way, to justify this com- 
mittee, said that Charlie Trie has been indicted because of this 
committee’s activities. Well, Mr. Trie has been indicted by the Jus- 
tice Department for over 52 overt acts. Of those 52 overt acts, only 
2 were discussed by this committee in a public hearing, and of 
those 2, the Democratic National Committee had already reported 
all the information to the Justice Department which led them to 
bring those indictments. 

Now, I just think this committee should be held up to scrutiny. 
It should be held accountable just as we’re asking the Federal Elec- 
tion Commission to be held accountable, and the chairman claims 
that we have all this lack of cooperation because witnesses aren’t 
coming forward. There’s some truth to that, but there’s also been 
an enormous amount of cooperation. This committee has requested 
and received more material than any other investigation in the his- 
tory of the Congress. We have 1.5 million pages of documents from 
the witnesses, particularly the Democratic witnesses. From the Re- 
publican party, we have only 17,000 pages, and this is an enormous 
amount of material. We have witnesses that have been deposed, 
not once, but two, three, and four times, and the public doesn’t 
know about it because it’s behind closed doors. They’re not brought 
before a public hearing where the kinds of questions that are asked 
could be viewed by the American people and they could then exer- 
cise some judgment as to whether it’s appropriate. Over 140 people 
have been deposed, and the committee has kept four depositions, 
many of them lasting more than 10 hours. So, I think that the 
claim that we haven’t seen cooperation is a little thin. 

I’d like to ask a question about the resources. How much money 
do you have to spend at the Federal Election Commission to en- 
force the law? 

Mr. Noble. Well, there are a number of different ways you can 
look at it. In 1999, we’ve asked for approximately $10 million for 
the whole Compliance Program. 

Mr. Waxman. How much? 

Mr. Noble. $10 million for the whole Compliance Program; $10.5 
million for the whole compliance, and that includes enforcement. 
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Reports Analysis Division, and Audits. It includes more than 
what’s in my office. We’re in a situation, now, in my office where 
we have 20 — we can assign approximately 24 staff attorneys to in- 
vestigations. As I said earlier, we have two investigators, and that 
is what we have to do the nationwide enforcement of the laws with; 
not just this case; not just the cases arising out of the 1996 elec- 
tion. I would note that we asked last year for $5 million, a supple- 
mental appropriation, so that we could put that money in looking 
at the 1996 elections, because the 1996 elections have the potential 
for draining all of our resources and more, and other than money 
given for computers, we were not allowed to — we were not given 
any of the money for staff resources. 

Mr. Waxman. How many people does the FEC having working on 
its enforcement staff? 

Mr. Noble. The enforcement — as I said, we have 24 staff attor- 
neys; we have the equivalent of 5 assistant general counsels work- 
ing on enforcement; we have 12 paralegals, and 2 investigators. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, Mr. Noble, this committee, the Grovemment 
Reform and Oversight Committee, has over 70 attorneys, investiga- 
tors, and support staff. Our committee dwarfs the kind of budget 
that you have to enforce the law, and now with all of our resources, 
we’re now criticizing you for not doing more. 

Mr. Noble. If I may. I’ll also point out that we have reached out, 
besides coming to Congress, for additional money, and we have in 
our budget request this year a request for additional staff to help 
with the workload. We’ve also gone to the Department of Justice 
and asked for a detail, and we’ve also sought help in other ways. 
In fact, we wrote to this committee seeking help in getting docu- 
ments that this committee may have that may help us with some 
of our investigations. So, we’ve been seeking, from a number of dif- 
ferent sources, assistance, and, frankly, weVe not been getting the 
assistance. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, based on what the Republican leadership did 
in the House of Representatives yesterday when they made sure 
that real campaign Hnance reform would be killed. I wanted to vote 
for the bill authored by our colleagues, Mr. Shays and Mr. Meehan, 
or in the Senate, the McCain-Fiengold bill. They kept us from vot- 
ing on that, and I think that’s an indication that if you want more 
money, you’re going to have to hold some bake sales, because the 
Republican leadership isn’t interested in making sure that you get 
the funds to do the job to make sure that law enforcement-type 
agencies can really bring Democrats and Republicans to answer for 
their violations. In this committee, the budget is overwhelming, 
and they try only to go after Democrats and never to go against 
Republicans. 

And I want to just say something else, Mr. Chairman. My words 
of criticism should not be interpreted as me alone saying them, be- 
cause I want to quote from other sources. “The incompetence on 
this committee is frightening,” and that’s from Roll Call, quoting a 
Republican Member on September 29, 1997. Another one said, 
“TWs committee is so incompetent, we’re never prepared.” That’s 
from the Congressional Quarterly Monitor quoting an aide to a Re- 
publican on this committee. Another source close to the investiga- 
tion said, “We have management by crisis. There’s lunacy without 
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direction; without advancement; without outlining where it was 
going to go.” So, I think that the chairman should understand that 
we alone are not criticizing him. You might want to chuckle about 
it, but the fact of the matter is we are wasting taxpayers’ money 
on a partisan witch hunt, and we’re hamstringing the enforcement 
agencies that should be doing its jobs, and, Mr. Noble, I feel sorry 
for you, because you were just here. You just came before our com- 
mittee a short time ago on March 5th, because one of our sub- 
committee’s held a full day public hearing on oversight of the Fed- 
eral Election Commission, is that right? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. You testified at that hearing, and Chairman Bur- 
ton said he had questions about Thomas Kramer and Howard 
Glicken, and you answered all those questions in some detail, isn’t 
that correct? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, I’ve reviewed the transcript of that prior 
hearing, and I’m struck by the fact that you’ve already answered 
questions extensively about Thomas Kramer, some of which we’ve 
just heard asked and answered again. I don’t think I can do a bet- 
ter job at this hearing than Mr. Horn did — who’s the chairman of 
the subcommittee — at his hearing. So, rather than ask different 
questions, I want to go through Mr. Horn’s questions, and I asked 
my staff to provide you with a copy of the court reporter’s tran- 
script of that prior hearing. I’m going to read Mr. Horn’s part. I 
want you to play yourself. I hope you can do that probably a lot 
easier than I can play Mr. Horn. But let me refer you to the tran- 
script. On page 187 — I’m sorry, 180, Mr. Horn says, after you an- 
swered some question, he said, ‘That’s fine, that’s tine; glad to hear 
it. OK. Let me move, then, to the last question. This is from Chair- 
man Burton who wanted to join us, but he couldn’t. And it’s di- 
rected at Mr. Noble as General Counsel. What Chairman Burton 
would like to know is a few answers here on the Thomas Kramer 
case. I don’t know if you’re familiar with that.” 

Mr. Noble. ‘Yes, I am.” 

Mr. Waxman. “Mr. Burton notes, ‘As you know, Mr. Kramer paid 
over $320,000 in fines for illegal political contributions to can- 
didates and political parties. Democrat and Republican. Two things 
trouble me,’ says Chairman Burton, ‘the first is a statement that 
you made about a fundraiser close to the Vice President, named 
How’ard Glicken. The second is, why didn’t you go after a Demo- 
cratic National Committee fundraiser who allegedly advised Mr. 
Kramer on how to break the law?’ 

“As for Howard Glicken — Mr. Burton notes that in the Federal 
Election Commission report about the investigation of Mr. Glicken, 
the following comment was made: ‘Because of Mr. Glicken’s high 
profile as a prominent Democratic fundraiser, including his poten- 
tial fundraising involvement and support of Mr. Gore’s expected 
presidential campaign, it is unclear that this individual would 
agree to settle this matter short of litigation.’ Mr. Burton notes, 
‘This troubles me,’ and he says, ‘Mr. Noble, why didn’t you pursue 
the investigation of Mr. Glicken?’ ” 

Mr. Noble. “I’ll answer that question directly, then I’ll give some 
background on it. We did not pursue the investigation of Mr. 



68 


Glicken because it was — most of the activity at issue was 1993 ac- 
tivity; some was 1994. We have a 5-year statute of limitations. Mr. 
Glicken’s name came up late in the process. We have not found 
reason to believe against Mr. Glicken. We would have had to start 
from the beginning with Mr. Glicken. The statute of limitations on 
the main part of a solicitation runs this April. The reason that 
comment was made ” 

Mr. Waxman. Let me interrupt you — ^you can read the rest of the 
transcript; it’s already part of the record of the subcommittee — 
aren’t those the answers you just gave a few minutes ago to Mr. 
Bennett? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Those are the answers you gave a few weeks ago 
to Mr. Horn? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, I have accused this committee of redundancy 
with Senator Thompson’s investigation, because we called wit- 
nesses that appeared there and then came here and said the same 
thing. I’ve accused this committee of redundancy with other com- 
mittees of the House, because we have other committees of the 
House pursuing parallel investigations. Now, we see this committee 
involved in redundancy with its own subcommittees, because we’re 
going over the same issues, same ground, that was pursued by not 
another House, not another committee, but our own subcommit- 
tees. 

Let me skip to the last two pages of the transcript, pages 199 
and 200, where Representative Turner was asking you questions. 
Representative 'Turner asked whether there was any evidence that 
the commission or its staff had any communications or influence 
from the Vice President, the White House, or anyone acting on 
their behalf regarding the decisions to drop the Glicken matter. Is 
it correct that both you and Commissioner Aikens testified that you 
knew of no such communication or influence? Mr. Noble, I’d like to 
know if you have — what you said there and if you have anything 
new to add? 

Mr. Noble. I said that there was none that I was aware of, and 
I have nothing new to add. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, that seems to be what you said in the sub- 
committee as well. You were asked that question; that was your 
answer. You’ve been asked that question here, and that’s still your 
answer. I’d like to know if you have anything new to add, today, 
that wasn’t covered in the earlier hearing this month. 

Mr. Noble. We have no further testimony other than answering 
questions. 

Mr. Waxman. I still have time, and for those who might be 
watching this on C-SPAN and don’t understand how the procedure 
works, when we get time, we have a half hour, and we don’t have 
to 3 deld to the other side, eind they don’t have to yield to us. You 
noted, Mr. Burton, those of you who watched this thing, wouldn’t 
yield to me when I asked him to. I want to ask Members of my 
Democratic side if they have any questions they want to pursue. 
Yes, Mr. Fattah. 

Mr. Fattah. Thank you to the ranking member. Let me see if I 
can try to put this in some context beyond the instance case. "The 
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Federal Election Commission did review in the past activities of 
the, for instance, the Clinton-Gore campaign in 1992, is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Fattah. And the Republican campaign in the same year and 
there were resulting agreements in which — I don’t know if you 
would call them fines — ^but penalties were agreed to, is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Noble. I believe so, yes. 

Mr. Fattah. Well over $1 million, as I recall. In fact, this general 
knowledge that the Federal Election Commission and the reason 
why you’ve gotten such a paltry budget from the Congress, has 
been an equal opportunity enforcer over the years, and you went 
after many, many Democratic allegations in the past and success- 
fully have tried to ferret out wrongdoing and also it is the case for 
Republicans. Since you’ve been at the FEC, isn’t it true that a fair 
number of Members of both parties and Independent campaigns 
have been the subject of enforcement actions? 

Mr. Noble. Absolutely, and we do not look at whether they’re 
Democrats, Republicans, or Independents. I would note that — I be- 
lieve it was last summer — the Fair Government Foundation which 
reviewed our civil penalties in cases came out with a statement 
that they did not see any bias on the part of the Commission with 
regard to civil penalties in terms of Democrats or Republicans. In 
terms of the case you mentioned, there are also — I think what you 
are talking about, they are repayments that the Commission or- 
dered. 

Mr. Fattah. Yes, I guess the point I’m making is that until this 
hearing today, there’s never been any serious suggestion by anyone 
that I’m aware of that the FEC has been partisan in its approach 
to enforcement of the election laws. Are you aware of any allega- 
tions that have been on the public record of partisanship by the 
FEC? 

Mr. Noble. I don’t think there are any serious allegations. I will 
say that when we are attempting to conciliate and get a civil pen- 
alty out of somebody, that they do — often they will say, “Well, 
you’re just doing this, because I’m a fill-in-the-blank. Democrat, Re- 
publican, Independent. 

Mr. Fattah. Everybody complains. 

Mr. Noble. Everybody we go after complains that we’re only 
going after them, and if we drop a case where somebody complains, 
they complain that we dropped it only because of who the person 
was. 

Mr. Fattah. It’s also true that if you look at the tens of millions 
that have been spent by the Congress, that is both the upper cham- 
ber or as they call it here the other body, or the House in its enthu- 
siasm to find wrongdoing in the 1996 elections, that there is but 
one agency of the Feder^ Government that was set up to and has 
the expertise and the experience to thoroughly investigate cam- 
paign irregularities, and that is the FEC, is that correct? 

Mr. Noble. Correct. We’re the only agency with exclusive civil 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. Fattah. And you have, in your agency, a great deal of exper- 
tise and experience in these matters. So, even though you have in- 
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vestigated less than, for instance, this committee has, to work on 
these matters, you actually bring to these t 3 T)es of inquiries, a level 
of expertise that even this committee hopes to bring. 

Mr. Noble. We have a level of expertise developed over 20 years 
of doing this, and that expertise and that judgment goes into deci- 
sions we make about what to do on cases. 

Mr. Waxman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Fattah. I’ll be glad to. 

Mr. Waxman. I want to make one comment, and then I want to 
yield some of the time to Mr. Tierney, and then we’ll come back for 
another round for Members to ask individual 5-minute questions. 

You here being criticized, Mr. Noble, and others from the FEC, 
that you’re not doing enough, and you say you don’t have enough 
resources to do more, but I want to point out that President Clin- 
ton asked for an extra $1.7 million for the current fiscal year which 
expires September 30th, and this was a letter sent to Speaker 
Newt Gingrich. He asked if Congress could meet that budget re- 
quest. The House Appropriations Committee Chairman, Bob Liv- 
ingston, who’s openly hostile to the FEC, put extra money into the 
supplemental appropriations bill, but he put in a proviso that it 
can only be used for computers, and then the House rules stripped 
the appropriations from that measure on the grounds that an 
emergency did not exist. So, we see the Republican leadership in 
the Congress refusing to give you money even for computers let 
alone more staff, and you’re being criticized for not doing more 
with your budget. But, Mr. Noble, this is the second time you’ve 
been here this month, and I see four people at the table, and 
maybe others behind you that are from the FEC, answering the 
same questions. Doesn’t that require a lot of use of your time and 
money for your time that could have been directed to other activi- 
ties? Don’t you have anything better to do than to come before the 
Congress and answer the same questions twice in the same month? 

Mr. Noble. We are, of course, glad to be here and answer any 
questions the committee has. Obviously, it does take time from 
other things that we would be doing. 

Mr. Waxman. I’ll bet it does. Mr. Tierney, I want to yield some 
time to you. 

Mr. Tierney. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. Let me just say that it’s 
a little appalling to see what passes for Government these days or 
exercising Government, and I think that we all ought to take a real 
hard look at the time that we’re spending here today and forcing 
you people to spend recreating the wheel. 

If you had $2.5 million — such has been spent according to, I 
think, the short estimate of the chairman here — could you put that 
to good use fulfilling your responsibilities? 

Mr. Noble. Absolutely. 

Mr. Tierney. Could you give me some example of what you’d do 
with that $2.5 million that we’re twittering away here? 

Mr. Thomas. Well, that’s really only a part of the additional in- 
crement we’re actually seeking for the compliance component for 
fiscal year 1999, but as we have said with regard to that full 
amount, we would use that to hire investigators, auditors, attor- 
neys, all the people you need to dig into these kinds of allegations 
and to get to the bottom of them. 



71 


Mr. Tierney. If you had a counsel of the capabilities of Mr. Ben- 
nett, would that be useful to your staff also, if you were spending 
his good services in your agency instead of with this committee. 

Mr. Thomas. We would like having someone with that gentle- 
man’s skills, no doubt. 

Mr. Tierney. Let me ask each of you what your normal duties 
would be on a day like today if you weren’t sitting here telling us 
again for the third or fourth time, which you’ve already mentioned 
to subcommittees and individuals and depositions and the like. 
Just starting from my left to right, tell me what you would be 
doing today. 

Mr. 'Thomas. Well, I suppose, since I’m Vice Chairman of the 
Commission, I would probably be spending some time today work- 
ing on following up on our budget request, because we are working 
very hard on that, and that’s my primary responsibility this year. 
But aside from that, I’d be basically looking at all of the reports 
that the Counsel’s Office sends to us making recommendations in 
pending enforcement cases, pending regulation projects, and pend- 
ing advisory opinion projects, and all the recommendations coming 
out of the Audit Division on audit reports, the whole 9 yards. 
That’s what I do on a daily basis. 

Mr. Noble. I’d be reviewing reports from the various areas in my 
office. Enforcement is one of four areas in the office; there’s public 
financing; there’s litigation, and there’s policy. I’d be reviewing re- 
ports; having meetings; probably meeting with Lois several times 
during the day to discuss what we’ve been doing on cases and re- 
source allocation issues. 

Ms. Lerner. I would be reviewing any reports that come to me, 
because all enforcement reports are funnelled through me either to 
the General Counsel or directly to the Commission. I would be 
meeting with staff team leaders and the attorneys to determine 
which way we should proceed in our investigations, and because 
it’s 'Tuesday, I might also be at a Commission meeting. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Well, it varies day to day. Td work my cases. I'd 
be trying to enforce the acts. 

Mr. Tierney. You indicated that you have currently two inves- 
tigators. 

Mr. Noble. Correct. 

Mr. Tierney. How many do you estimate that you need in order 
to fulfill your statutory responsibilities appropriately? 

Mr. Noble. We broke it down in the request which I will have 
to find. 

Mr. Tierney. Give me an estimate. 

Mr. 'Thomas. I can say in the actual budget request. Congress- 
man, we didn’t specify how many of the 34 staff that would be 
going to the Office of General Council would be investigators per 
se. We did specify that 26 of those 34 would he going to the en- 
forcement teams of which there are 4, so within that compliment 
of 26 — Larry Noble might have a further breakdown — ^but some 
would be investigators; some would be attorneys; some would be 
support staff. 

Mr. Noble. We can provide that to the committee. I did not 
bring that with me. 
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[The information referred to follows:] 

The staff breakdown for our FY 1999 budget r^uest is: 17 Attorneys; 8 Para- 
legals; 2 Investigators; 7 General Support and Administrative Staff; and 3 Auditors. 

Mr. Tierney. Is it fair to say that by and large what you’re in- 
vestigating and what the root of most of these problems and issues 
that you deal with on a day-to-day basis involves is the money in 
politics? 

Mr. Noble. Absolutely. 

Mr. Tierney. And that if this committee or other committees 
here spent more time reviewing some of the proposals on campaign 
finance reform that talked about decreasing the amount of money 
in politics, that we might make some progress in reforming the sys- 
tem? 

Mr. 'Thomas. Well, we are anxious to enforce whatever Congress 
passes. That’s our job; that’s the way we look at it, and we’re happy 
to advise the Congress on recommendations. We do that every year. 
We sent over a list of 60-some legislative recommendations just re- 
cently. We would hope that there could be some effort to streamline 
the law whenever possible, and we make several recommendations 
along those lines. 

Mr. Tierney. What success have you had in the past with those 
recommendations that you’ve sent over to Congress? 

Mr. 'Thomas. Well, I’d have to say not a great deal. Those things 
tend to get caught up in the big philosophical battles involving 
larger scale efforts to change the law. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Tierney, you use the figure in the questions 
of the these witnesses that this committee spent $2.5 million 

Mr. Tierney. Actually, Mr. Waxman, what I said was that the 
chairman underestimated, I believe, the $2.5 million. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, that figure’s a fixed 

Mr. Tierney. I understand that. 

Mr. Waxman. I believe this committee has spent over $5 million, 
and I want the cheurman of this committee to account for every 
penny that’s been spent, because I think we’re entitled to know 
how he comes up with the $2.5 million, and we ought to have that 
information. We’re entitled to it. This committee is not above some 
accountability at least to the members of the committee, and so I 
did want to raise that point. 

Mr. 'Tierney. I yield some time back to Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. I want to yield to Mr. Kucinich, but I want to ask 
one question, if I might. The FEC is, you’re being attacked for par- 
tisanship, and the contributions underlying this whole question be- 
fore us, and Mr. Kramer, involved, I think, a lot more money to the 
Republican party in Florida than to the Democratic party in Flor- 
ida. Is that an accurate statement? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Accurate statement. 

Mr. Waxman. Chairman Burton has focused his investigation 
solely on Democrats. For example, although the Florida Democratic 
party didn’t take any money from Thomas Kramer, it was subpoe- 
naed. But the Republican party, which received more money than 
the Democratic party in Florida, never got a request for informa- 
tion, never got a subpoena from our committee. When you under- 
take your investigations, did you request documents from both the 
Democratic and Republican parties? 
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Mr. Rodriguez. Correct, Congressman. 

Mr. Waxman. It sounds to me that rather than accusing you of 
partisanship, it seems to me this committee stands indicted of the 
accusation of partisanship when they only go after the Democratic 
party of Florida and never ask for information from the Repub- 
licans. Mr. Davis, you had one question, then I wanted to yield to 
Mr. Tierney and then we’ll 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. Thank you very much, Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. To Mr. Kucinich. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. Thank you very much. My question is; 
How active has the FEC been in pursuing compliance with foreign 
national cases? 

Mr. Noble. We’ve been very active in pursuing compliance in for- 
eign national cases. We’ve taken the matter very seriously. In the 
1992, 1994, and 1996 election cycles, we had foreign national cases 
dealing with 580 respondents and we got over $800,000 in civil 
penalties. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. And is a foreign national the same as a 
legal resident? 

Mr. Noble. The definition of foreign national is someone who is 
not a legal resident, is not a citizen or is not a legal resident and 
does not have a green card. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. So when we’re talking about one, we’re 
not talking about the other? 

Mr. Noble. When we’re talking about a foreign national, we’re 
not talking about somebody who has a green card and is a legal 
resident. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. 
Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. I’d like to yield whatever time I have to Mr. 
Kucinich. 

Mr. Kucinich. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. I think what we’re wit- 
nessing here, at the beginning, with the FEC being investigated, is 
the metastatic state of campaign investigations. Now we’re inves- 
tigating the FCC. 

Mr. Waxman raised some very important points about the FEC. 
We have an investigation of the FEC, which is underfunded, can’t 
enforce campaign laws, which we acknowledge are insufficient, and 
our counsel for the committee is now asking the FEC not just to 
enforce the laws, but to prefer charges prior to the finding of prob- 
able cause. Now I want to ask the gentleman, how significant is 
this concept of probable cause to the FEC? 

Mr. Noble. The FEC has several stages by statute that it has 
to go through. One is reason to believe, we cannot do any investiga- 
tion until we find reason to believe. After the investigation, the 
Commission has to find probable cause to believe there was a viola- 
tion. So it is a higher threshold than reason to believe and it is 
meant to be that after investigation now, there is probable cause 
to believe a violation occurred. 

Mr. Kucinich. Why do you do that? 

Mr. Noble. The statute requires it. 

Mr. Kucinich. But why, what other principles are at work? 
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Mr. Noble. The principles, I think, the congressional principle is 
that the Congress did not want the Commission pursuing a case 
unless there was strong evidence with regard to the case. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. The subpoena 
that was sent to the Democratic party in Florida had nothing to do 
with Mr. Kramer. Mr. Horn, you’re recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me pursue 
where the general counsel left off a little bit, as to Mr. Glicken. Mr. 
Noble, I refer you to Federal Election Commission exhibit 12, 
where you will find also on 12.3 the language at the bottom of the 
page, it says, “Similarly, this Office does not recommend further 
proceedings concerning the two Democratic National Committee 
contributions apparently solicited by Mr. Glicken. Unlike the 
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee contributions, the 
larger of these two contributions would not be timebarred until 
March 1999 — approximately a year and 4 months from now. How- 
ever, because of Mr. Glicken’s high profile as a prominent Demo- 
cratic fundraiser, including his potential fundraising involvement 
in support of Vice President Gore’s expected presidential campaign, 
it is unclear that this individual would agree to settle this matter 
short of litigation. Therefore, rather than continuing this matter for 
an unspecified period in pursuit of one participant and because of 
the low prospect for timely resolution, the age of the matter and 
already successful resolution concerning all principals in this case, 
the Office does not recommend further proceedings concerning 
these two DNC contributions either. Instead, the Office rec- 
ommends the closing of the entire file.” 

Now, that was your recommendation, as I remember, to the Com- 
mission, was it not? 

[Exhibit 12 follows:] 
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BEFOKE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 


In the Miner of 

Gi e m berg. Tiiutig. HoIBnin. 

Lipoff. Roien t Ouen“>. F-A.. »» o' 


) 

) 

) 

) 



GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On October 30. 1 997, the Conutiiaion entered into condliilian with Gtcenbet]^ Truing. 
HolTnun. Lipoff. Rolen Jt Quentel f O ieen h e n * Tnurig" or “RespondenO in connection with 
vtoUtions of 2 UE.C. { 441e fesuhinf (ram Rapondem'f involvement in contributions nude by 
Thomas Kramer, ifoteipinmionil. to Fcderil. Site indlocil elections during the 1993-1994 
election cycle. ' At the sme time Re sp ond ent was provided with the Commissioo's proposed 
conciliation agreetnent. See the General CoonseTs Report in this miner CGCR") dated 
OctobCT 27. 1994 


Additionally. 

this repon analiTcs the remaining iuues and pamcipanis involved in Mr. Kramer's comributions 
and recommends closing the mailer utihoui further proceedings. 



Mr Knmff'i («fiirib(rtioni «rrr AMmMd mi prr4f<nior MUR 4)9| 
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B. Rcnaialag Partkipuls 

As noted in previous repons in this msner tad in predecessor MUR 4391. in his sua 
spomt submission Mr. Kramer suggests that an imnamed individual associated with the 
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee (“DSCC") had instiucted him to make his S20.000 
April 28. 1 993 contribution in the name of his secretary, in violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 44 1 f During 
the course of the matter, this Office sought information conceming this transaction, including the 
identity of the individual involved. While this Office has discovered infotmation identifying an 
individual credited for soliciting four of Mr. Kramer's contributions to the Democratic Party (two 
each to the DSCC and the Democratic National Committee (“DNC')). including the contribution 
made in the name of his secretary, the available evidence is inconclusive as to this individual's 
actual involvement in suggesting that the contribution be made in the name of another.’ 

Specifically, the available evidence obtained from the DSCC suggests that Howard 
Glicken, a south Florida fundraiser, was lesponsiblc for both of Mr. Kramer's contributions to 
the DSCC. including the S20,000 contribution made in the name of his secretary. However, this 
information is not conclusive. In its response to the Commission's interrogaloties, the DSCC 
notes that it is “without any specific information responsive to this request other than to state its 
belief that Howard Glicken may have been involved in soliciting these conuibutions.“ DSCC 
response dated July 16. 1997, at 4. Accompanying this response ore documents relating to the 
contributions: however, these documents do not confirm Mr. Glicken as the solicitor, instead 


flicir camribuliuni incluile Mr Knincr'i April 21. IVS) (20.000 ronuibilliliii imtJe in Uw unit of tin 
iccrciary I mil Scpicmivr 17. IVH S3 000 comribulioii lollic DSCL' uiij Mr Kramer's April U. 1993 (23.000 
iiinirihuiiiin (nisJe lliriiush Piiniiliiiii (irnup. Inr I enj Mjrcli 1 5. IV94 (40.000 ennlribiiliiiii lu llie Dcmucralii' 
('otiiiniticc 


: EXHIBIT 
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they show two unidentified entries under the fundraising heading — ^^ooper" for the S20.000 
contribution and “MJV" for the S3.000 contribution. 

Moreover, there is only limited evidence regarding the Section 44 1 f scheme. Mr. Kramo' 
in his SUP sponte submission, while suggesting that the he was instructed by a DSCC Amdmser 
to make his $20,000 contribution in the name of his secretar>’ ~ Tern Bradley, fails to identify 
this individual or provide details of the conversation. Similarly, in convmations with this 
Office, counsel for Ms. Bradley. v^Ie noting that his client recalls the suggestion being made to 
Mr. Kramer, refuses to provide further information or the identity of the fundraiser without a 
grant of immunity from criminal prosecution. While further inquiry of the DSCC may clarify the 
apparent inconsistency concerning Mr. Glicken*s attribution as the solicitor, because of the 
discovery complications concerning the Section 441f issue, this Office does not believe that 
sufficient time remains within the statute of limitations period to adequately investigate the more 
substantial April 1993 contribution made in the name of another. 

While this Office would generally recommend a reason to believe finding against 
Mr. Glicken and conduct an investigation into the two DSCC contributions, because of the 
discovery complications and time constraints addressed above, and the fact that the transactions 
at issue took place during the 1993>1994 election cycle, this Office does not now recommend 
proceeding against this identified individual or the DSCC. 

Similarly, this Office does not recommend funher proceedings concerning the two DNC 
contributions apparently solicited by Mr. GlicLcn. Unlike the DSCC contributions, the larger of 
these two cuntribuiioii*i would not be time barred until March of 1999 *• opproximaiely o year 
and lour months Irmn now. Iloweser. because of Mr. iliicken’s high profile as a prominent 
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Democntic fundnuer. including his potential fimdiaisiiig invoNement in support of Vice 
President Core's expected presidential campaign, it is unclear thtt this individual would agree to 
settle this matter short of litigation. Therefore, rather than continiiiiig this matter for an 
unspecified period in pursuit of one participant and hrraiisf of the low p r ospect for thnely 
resolution, the age of the maner and the already successful resolution concerning all principals in 
this case, this Office does not recommend further proceedings c o nc e r ni ng these two DNC 
contributions either. Instead, this Office recommends closing the entile file in MUR 4638 
Therefore, this Office recommends that should the Commission agree with the above 
assessment concerning further proceedings in this matter, h close MUR 4638. Should the 
Commission not agree wth this assessment, this Office recommends that the Commission close 
the matter only as to Greenberg and Traurig. 

III. RFCOMMENDATIONS 

1 . Accept the attached conciliation agieement with Greenheig, Tianiig, Hoffinan, Lipoff 
Rosen tt Quentel, P.A. in settlement of MUR 4638 and close the matter as to this 
RespondcnL 

2. Close MUR 4638 

3. Approve the appropriate lettetfs). 


IhiiL- 


Laurence M. Noble 
General Counsel 


IlY: 


1.015 Cl. I.cmcr 
A^wcime (jcncrui Counsel 
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1. Oiccnberg A Tnwig Proposed Signed CoadlittioB Afiment 
StafiTMember Jose M. Rodriguez 
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Mr. Noble. Yes, it was. 

Mr. Horn. And clearly there was a time, wasn’t there, within the 
period of limitations, when you could’ve proceeded with Mr. 
Glicken. Is that not true? 

Mr. Noble. There was a time in the summer-fall of 1997, the in- 
formation — it was in July 1997 — the first information regarding 
Mr. Glicken came into the office. 

As I just said, we have statutory proceedings we have to follow. 
We had not found reason to believe against Mr. Glicken because we 
had not seen his name prior to that. So we would have had to find 
reason to believe against Mr. Glicken to launch an investigation. 

If you look at the procedures in the statute that we have to fol- 
low, we have figured out that not counting any work the FEC does, 
we have to take approximately 120 to 130 days to get a case 
through. That’s not counting any investigation, any writing of re- 
ports. We know, as a practical matter, based on our experience, 
that it would take us a long time to get that case through, unless 
it was going to settle early. 

Mr. Horn. You knew at that time, though, that he was a promi- 
nent fundraiser for Vice President Gore, did you not? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Horn. You did know that? 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Horn, would you yield briefly? 

Mr. Horn. Yes. 

Mr. BLfRTON. You never even called Mr. Glicken or Mr. Rosen 
about this, right? 

Mr. Noble. We would 

Mr. Burton. You never even called them? 

Mr. Noble. No, we did not. 

Mr. Burton. You didn’t even call them at all. You didn’t 

Mr. Noble. We did not call any of the solicitors. 

Mr. Horn. Well, I was going to get to that point because I’ve 
heard a lot about staff manpower here, and womanpower, and I re- 
member that incident on the floor where the Appropriations Com- 
mittee Chairman was rather upset; you were given $3 million in 
the budget to use on computerization, and you didn’t. You went out 
and hired people in complete violation of the law because that Ap- 
propriations Act is a law, and you violated it. And here we have 
all this whining about, we don’t have enough resources. As the 
chairman said, couldn’t you just pick up a phone? How much time 
does that take? 

Mr. Noble. It does not take much time. I’d like to note, though, 
as we’ve already answered, I believe to your subcommittee, that we 
do not believe we did violate the law on that matter. And I be- 
lieve — 

Mr. Horn. Well, you did. That’s why the chairman hit the ceil- 
ing. I was on the floor when he did. He was outraged. I would be 
outraged. The law said spend it on computerization. There were 
thousands of complaints of people saying, we can’t get the data we 
need out of the FEC. You didn’t spend it on that; you spent it on 
people. That isn’t what the Confess gave it to you for. It gave it 
to you to modernize your computing. 

Mr. Thomas. Mr. Horn, I have to interject here. I respect there 
might be a difference of opinion, but I strongly urge you to look 
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very closely at the letter that we prepared. We think it is abun- 
dantly clear that there was not any law that mandated that we 
spend $3 million on our computerization effort. We did want to 
spend as much as we could 

Mr. Horn. Do you regard an Appropriations Act as a law? 

Mr. Thomas. I certainly do, but if you look 

Mr. Horn. Well, thank you very much. 

Mr. Thomas [continuing]. Closely at our letter, it was not in the 
appropriation law, sir. 

Mr. Horn. You were given $3 million for modernization, not for 
personnel. Let’s get back to the case at hand, which is a fascinating 
case. Despite the clear indications that Mr. Glicken solicited signifi- 
cant contributions from an individual, who was a known foreign 
national, there was a decision to do nothing with him. Is that not 
correct, Mr. Noble? 

Mr. Noble. As with all of the solicitors — we assumed there were 
solicitors of all these contributions; we did not pursue the solicitors. 

Mr. Horn. But, the 

Mr. Noble. What we were interested in with Mr. Glicken was 
the suggestion that he may have suggested to somebody that they 
make a contribution in the name of another. And that took it up 
to another level which is why we held on to that part of the case, 
thinking that we might be able to do something about it. But by 
the time that — that was in the DSCC information. We did not find 
Mr. Glicken’s name until July 1997, and that particular contribu- 
tion, where there was a suggestion that it was a contribution in the 
name of another, or solicited as a contribution in the name of an- 
other, the statute of limitations would have run at the end of April 
of this year. 

Mr. Horn. Well, the fact was, was there ever a discussion be- 
sides the General Counsel’s Office? Did you discuss it with the com- 
missioners at all in terms of the choices you had? 

Mr. Noble. I think this report laid out the choices that we 
thought we had. 

Mr. Horn. Well, they did nothing about it, right? The Commis- 
sion? They took your word for it and said, let’s get rid of this case. 

Mr. Noble. They approved our recommendation 

Mr. Horn. Did they know that he was a prominent solicitor for 
Vice President Gore? 

Mr. Noble. They had the report in front of them; the report 
mentions that 

Mr. Horn. So they knew that? Were they trying to duck tangling 
with a powerful person or what? 

Mr. Noble. No, not at all. It is not uncommon that we have to 
tell the Commission that there are a lot of threads in a case but 
we don’t think we have the resources or the time to do it. 

And I have to tell you a little bit about what was going on at 
that time. We had just lost a court case where the Democratic Sen- 
atorial Campaign Committee sued us for how long we were taking 
on a case involving the National Republican Senatorial Campaign 
Committee. And in May 1997, the court said to us that we were 
arbitrary and capricious, that were taking too long in the investiga- 
tion. 
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The prior year we had closed a very long investigation against 
Presidential candidate Pat Robertson that went on for years. And 
we took depositions, we went to subpoena enforcement, and we ul- 
timately closed 

Mr. Horn. Well, that’s very interesting, but let’s get back to Mr. 
Glicken. And I would hope, frankly, Mr. Chairman, that somebody 
picks up FEC exhibit 44 and starts in on that when Justice asked 
you, why don’t you send us this matter. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. I’ll let the gen- 
tleman answer. 

Mr. Noble. In the Pat Robertson case, as we learned a lot from 
this, we spent so much time investigating, and following the leads, 
that the statute of limitations ran, and we ended up having to dis- 
miss the case without even going to probable cause to believe. We 
fought in court the statute of limitations, saying it should not apply 
to us, and we lost that in court. Congress can amend the statute 
of limitations and take us out of it. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Majors. Mr. Owens. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Owens. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the ranking member. 

Mr. Waxman. I just find it bewildering that Mr. Horn asked you 
the questions he asked, especially with the tone: You did something 
wrong by trying to beef up your enforcement resources. He thinks 
you violated the appropriations because that was supposed to go for 
something else, computers, but not for enforcement. And then once 
you put it into enforcement, he beats you up because you didn’t do 
more. And you’re saying you don’t have the resources to do more. 
It just seems to me you can’t win. 

And I find it just so amazing that Mr. Horn would have that line 
of questioning. 

I must say Mr. Horn plays Mr. Horn better than I play him, and 
there are limits on how far I want to go there 

Mr. Owens. Will the gentleman — I don’t want to be redundant, 
and I had several questions that you already asked, but I think it’s 
important to note that today we’re considering the emergency sup- 
plemental Appropriations Act. We’re going to take money — it’s 
being proposed by the majority — that we take money as an offset 
from bilingual and immigrant education. Section 8 low-income 
rental assistance program, et cetera. We are, on this committee, 
wasting millions of dollars, and where as I don’t question the sin- 
cerity of the chairman, I do think it’s pretty obvious that the com- 
petence of this committee is such that we are wasting millions of 
dollars. We talked about 70 employees for this so-called investiga- 
tion, while the FEC is forced by the same majority to operate on 
a shoestring budget knowing — it’s common knowledge all over 
America, that the FEC is underfunded and not staffed properly to 
deal with the gigantic tasks it has before it. 

I yield to Mr. Kucinich for a question he might have. 

Mr. Kucinich. I want to thank my colleague. 

I would like to submit for the record a recent article from the Na- 
tional Journal, dated March 14, 1998, called, “Infinite Jeopardy^’ 
and quote this paragraph, in part, “No matter how hard even the 
most honest politician tries to obey the law, he can no longer go 
about his business without fear of one or more ruinous corruption 
investigations. The law’s first duty is not to catch the guilty, but 
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to provide a zone of comfort for the innocent. On that score, the 
ethics process has reached a point of collapse. Ethics investigations 
can bring down the honest and dishonest alike.” 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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Infinite Jeopardy 



TODAY, EVEN THE 
MOST HONEST 
POLITICIAN RUNS THE 
RISK OF RUINOUS 
CORRUPTION 
INVESTIGATIONS. 

TO UNDERSTAND THE 
BREAKDOWN OF THE 
ETHICS PROCESS, 
ASSUME THE 
CHARGES AGAINST 
BRUCE BABBITT ARE 
TRUE— AND THEN 
DECIDE WHCTHER HE 
COMMITTED A CRIME. 


O n Feb. 1 1, Attorney General Janet Reno called for an independent 
prosecutor to find out whether Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt 
lied to Congress last year when he testified about a controversial 
Indian casino deal. For Babbitt and some other Administration in- 
siders, the most important aspect of die case is presumably its out- 
come. For the rest of us, however, its broader implications matter a good deal more. 
BvJonathw R.alch 
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A&sume, for the next few minnies. that the charges against 
Babbitt are true. If he is, therefore, guilt)' of corruption, then 
535 Members of Congress, git'e or take one or two, and most 
of the executive branch's political appointees — and. of 
course, their staffs — would be well advised to get lawyers. 

Since the 1970s, criminal law has been reaching ever deep- 
er into politics. The posi-Waiergaie reforms brought a fine 
screen of campaign finance rules and. in 1978. the indepeiv 
denl counsel law. The 1980s brought the "zero tolerance* 
prosecutorial mind-set, pulling wetlands-filiers in Jail with 
muggers and expelling students foi bringing Advil or kes'- 



chain pocketknives to school. The result 
IS shown in ihe chan on page 567; a 
spectacular increase in prosecutions of 
public officials, stabilizing iii tlie late 1980s at an unprece- 
dented level (though dropping o(T a bit in 1995). Through it 
all. (he public became convinced that all politicians are 
crooked, it you onh dig a little. 

Politics is not like arson or batten, howeser- Politics is a 
tnessv affair, in which no nvo people will draw quite the same 
line between lobbsing and peddling infiuence. or between 
rewarding supporters and pasing them off. As zero-tolerance 
adsanced, it was inevitable that ai some point the ethics 
process would lose ilie ablllt^ to disiiiiguish in anv-pre- 
dicuble wav between politics and crime. With the Babbitt 
case, that point has now arrived 

To sav (his is to make no judgnieni about what, if anvthing. 
Babbitt's independent prosecutor will come up with. It is to 
aav that, no matter how hard even the most honest politician 
tries to obev the law, he can no longer go about his business 
without fear of one or more ruinous corruption invesiiga- 
lions. The law’s first dun is not lo catch tlie guiln-. but to pir»- 
\ide a zone of comfori for ihe innocent. On that score, the 
elhics process has reached the point ol collapse. Ethics invev 
ligations c.in bring do\sii the honest and dishonest alike. 

To see that this is cmc. vou need not believe am of Bab- 
lilu s denials Just the reverse Tlie best was to undersiaiul 
what has happened is bv adopting the .\lice-in-Wonderlaiul 
iheon of justice — \erdict hist cliarges after. For the purpo-- 
es of this article, the verdict is Guiln . That is. in ail imporiani 
disputes of fact, this article will assume that Babbitt's accusers 
,ire right about what arttialh happened. Wonderland 


jurisprudence is not fair to Babbitt, who has strenuous!' 
denied the chaises: the box on page 566 tells his side of the 
storv. For notv. however, never mind which side you beliete. 
and consider what it U dial Babbitt is charged with, and what 
it means if those charges can ignite four separate corruption 
invesugattons. 

Raising txe Stakes 

From the dav it opened in 1991. the St. Croix Meadows 
Greyhound Park, in the town of Hudson. Wis.. lost mones 
The dog track's ownei . a Miami company called HAH .Asso- 
ciates Inc., was losing something like S7 million a lear 
HAH attributed its ill fortunes to competition from casino 
gambling on Indian resenations nearby, and ii decided lo 
fight back bv turning St. Croix Meadows into a gaming 
operation. L'lifonunatelv, though, the dug track was not 
on an Indian resenaiioii. So HAH made a deal with three 
poor Chippewa tribes, whose reservations were anvwhere 
from 85 miles-188 miles fiom Hudson. The Indians would 
ask the Interior Department lo lake the dog track "in ii usi 
for them, effectiveh making it Indian land. Then the place 
could be convened lo a casino, and boih H.\H jiul ilie 
Chippewas would make monev. 

In due course, a regional office of the department s 
Bureau of Indian Aifaiis blessed the plan and. in Sovemhei 
of 1994. sent it to the central office in Washing- 
ton. which had tlie final sav . A lot of monev was ai 
Slake, not onlv for HAH and the Chippewas but. 
on the othei side, for several Indian tribes that 
operated casinos near Hudson and did noi lelish 
the new competition. That winter and spring, a 
fierce lobbving battle took place. The casino s 
opponents — call them, lor clariiv in this article, 
the Winners— hired a small phalanx of Washing- 
ton insideis. including PathckJ. O’Connor, a former Demo- 
cratic Partv ireasuier who lobbied, among others, the chair- 
man of the Democratic Naiional Committee, the White 
House and. at a reception. Presideni Clinton. In a letter. 
O'Connor poiniedlv reminded Harold M. Ickes. who was 
then the Wltiie House drpun chiel'of siafl. of tlie Winners' 
"previous financial suppoit* for Democrats and Cliiiioii. For 
iheir part, the Losers hired one of Babbitt's oldest and besi 
friends, a lawyer in Phoenix named Paul Eckstein, who lob- 
bied the Interior Dcpanmeni. including Babbitt himself 

The department usualK follows the recommendations of 
its regional offices. On the other hand, an application for 
an ofT-resenation casino was itself unusual. Such casinos are 
controversial with local communities, which fear that the 
Interior Department might use federal muscle to force casi- 
nos into unwilling towns or neighborhoods. Onlv one off- 
reservation casino had been approved — and that one with 
the coromunirv's suppon The people in and near Hudson, 
by contrast. VNere biiierh divided on the dog track propos.il 
and the area s two cuv councils opposed it On ]nlv 14. 
1995. ihe Iniciioi Depai inient. citing local O]>)>osnion 
announced that the casino application would he denied 

Subsequentiv . between March and November ot I99'i 
the Winners, renewing iheir "previous financial suppoit 
donated 52,30.000 or more (various figures aie citedi to ilu 
Democrats. The Losei's. meanwhile, sued. Suit soon blos- 
somed into scandal. 

Thtese aie the raw faci> To them, add one shai plv coniesi- 
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ed piece of infonnaiioii. ihe oiil\ direci evidence ol a link 
bcnvecii the inonev and the decision. In Julv of 199r». on 
hearing that his client^' casino application was about to be 
denied. Eckstein rushed to Washington. On Juh 14. as the 
denial was about to be issued, he met with his old friend and 
pleaded for time. Babbitt refused, in his le.siimom before the 
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee last Oct. 30 — which, 
in (his article, ue will assume to be definitive — Eeksiein said: 
"And hi.s response was that HaroUl Ickcs [in the White 
House) had directed him to issue the decision ihai dav.' 

Eckstein recalled something else too 
".\t some poini. the Secietars said t«i me. 

Do sou !ia\e anv idea how much these 
Indians. Indians with gaming ronirarts . 
base given to Democrats' 1 said I didn't 
have the slightest idea, and he said, half a 
million dollars." 

Now the charge h w’as spelled out clear- 
Iv and accuratelv (with one faciual slip, 
which, to avoid confusion. I have elided) 

III the Senate hearings bv Sen. Pete \'. 

Domenici, R-N.M.: 

The issue is vxlvetliei or not this penrut 
was denied to these ihiee rather pooi 
Indian tribes because ol political pressure 
put on bv the opposition, nameh. oihei 
tribes who had perniitsi and v\lieiher or 
not that opposition ripened into cam- 
puign contributions and whether . . high 
officials in this .Administration, including 
possiblv the Secretan of the Imerioi. acted adverselv lo the 
(ndiaiis based on (hat ' 

A Crucial Oistinction 

The first thing to notice here is what is not being alleged- 
bnben The omission mav seem sirange. given the charge 
ihai monev was laciilv exchanged fur favors Bin in fact the 
law. according to a number of experts 1 imemewcd. is quite 
clear, On the facts alleged, briberv did not occur 

The Hudson case involve.s campaign contributions lathei 
(hail gifts, a disiincuon tiuit turns out to matter. Whereas 
politicians draw salaries so that thev need not uike personal 


gifts, campaign donations are an intrinsic pan of American 
politics, for better and, of course, for worse. For exactlv that 
reason, in a 199) case called fS v MrConmck, the Supreme 
(atiin laid dowm a refreshing)' bright line. .A state legislator 
who had supported a bill favored by a certain group com- 
plained lo the group's lobbvisi that campaigns w-ere expen- 
sive and that he had not heard anything from them. The 
group then coughed up a S900 donation. The ofTicial was 
coinicied. but the Supreme Cxvui t overiumed the verdict. 

(jitnpaigii cuiitiibuiions — ns opposed to person. il giiis — 
do not violate- the law. the (iourt held 
unless "the pavmciiLs are made in reitirii 
for ait fxpluii proiiusr" of some official 
favor (rmpliasis added) WTiv "cxplicn 
instead of lacit. which would be the usual 
wav to make such a promise? “To hold 
otherwise." the Court said, “would open 
to prosecution not onlv conduct that has 
lung been thought lo be well within (he 
law but also conduct that in a verv real 
sense is unavoidable so long as election 
campaigns are financed bv private coniri- 
bntiufis Ol’ expenditures, as tliev' have 
been from the begmiimgnf tlie nation. ' 
The lawvrrs and scholars 1 talked to all 
agreed thai the Eckstein version of eveMi>. 
in v\hich Babbitt meniioned boili 
While House pressure and cam- 
paign coniributioiis but said nuiii- 
ing about a deal, dues not even 
approach die Conn’s briglii line 
* ’.Abortion-righis groups are big 
Mipporicrs of mine,’ oi whatev- 
ei— that's just politics. " savs Michael I Krauss. a law prolessoi 
at George Ma-avii Uiuversiiv On the facts alleged, iieiihei 
Babbitt not Ickes could be convicted of bnbeiv wiiiKint 
reshaping the law itself. 

Of course, even ifciimiiml briberv didn’t occiir. Ihe 
process might sttll have been poliiicallv uiiiled. f'kiul that, not 
bnbeiY. IS what isaciirallv charged in this case. 

Look back at Doiuemci's suinman: "Tlie is.siie is wheiht-i 
- - - this permit was denied . . . because of . . . political pressui v 



■ Babbitt’s Side of the Story 

id’ ^ ’ 


T he main article assumes that the 
core allegations in the Hudson 
casino case are well-founded, but 
there is another side to the story. 
According to Bruce Babbitt and the 
Interior Department: 

■ Babbitt never discussed the 
Hudson matter with Harold M. 
(ekes or anyone else at the White 
House, and was unaware of the casi- 
no opponents' allegedly improper 
White House lobbying until long 
after the fact. 

■ He did tell Paul Eckstein, the 


lobbyist for the casino advocates, 
that Ickes waoied a decision that 
day, but (hb was merely an excuse 
he made up to close the conversa- 
tion with the persuteni Eckstein. 

■ Staff members in Ickcs's office 
called staff members of the Interior 
Department to inquire about the 
case, hut those were routine status 
checks. 

■ To (he bcsi of hb recollection, 
Babbitt said nothing in the conver- 
sation with Eckstein about Indians' 
campaign contributions. 


■ Babbilt also never intervened 
m the Hudson, case within the de- 
partment, which properly followed 
both the law ^d its own rules. The 
key recommendation to deny the 
Hudson application was made by a 
career civil servant named George 
Talkhicf Skibine, the director of 
the Indian Gaming Management 
Staff. Skibine has testified that he 
made his recommendation strictly 
on the merits, and that he never 
met or spoke to Babbitt until this 
year. 
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. . . and campaign coturibuiioiis." In eff«t. ihe charge is 
improper political influence — not a criminal-justice concept 
at all, but still relevant, since ii is improper for a federal 
agencv to decide government business on the basis of panisan 
politics or campaign contributions, .^ume, then, in keeping 
with Wonderland justice, that politics skewed the Interior 
Deparimeni's deliberations against die Losers, as ihev beliese. 

Charges of this sort are aciualh quite common. Aggricv'ed 
claimants often s;iv that governineni agencies handled their 
cases unfairh or improperlv . whether because of politics, ani- 
mus or stiipidiiN And there is something 
thev can do about it: sue. The Interior 
Department faces about ‘2.0(10 such law- 
suits ai am given time, according to lohii 
D. Leshv. its general counsel, of svhich a 
handful charge unfair politicking. In the 
Hudson lawsuit, the Losers are alleging 
that because of politicking thev were left 
out of an importaiM meeting, not given 
enough lime to tebut the Winiiei's' claims 
and otherwise not given a fair shake. If the 
federal court in Wisconsin decides iliai the 
Inierior Depaiimeiii broke its rules or 
behaved unfairlv. ii vvill vacate tin* HiicUoii 
decision and send ihe depai'linent back to 
die (hawing ho.nd lo make die decision 
pioperh. 

Thill civil procedure is an adjudi- 
caiorv process aliout tainiess. nut ii 
criminal oi ethical procedure 
about corruption No one goes to 
)iiit. faces a giand jur\ or 
declared a crook, Foi just tliai rea- 
son. civil charges of improper political influence and the like 
can be handled rouiiiielv, withoin vvTeckmg careers and repu- 
tations, l.aunching formal corruption investtgaiions on 
charges of inipr<ipei politicking, however, is a different sort 
of thing, and a departure vsitli sweeping implications. 

The Risk of Talking Politics 

On our Woiidei'Uiid theoiv of jusiice. continue to 
assume Babbitt did in fact tell Eckstein. *Do you have anv 


idea how much these Indians . . . have given to Democrats* ‘ 
The comment might, of course, be evidence that the fix was 
in. Absent any pattern of venality, however, it might also be 
frank political talk between adults. If Babbiit's (alleged) 
remark is presumed corrupt, then it is also presumablv cor- 
rupt for a Republican Congressman talking about his oppo 
sition to gun control to say. "Fred, do vou have anv idea 
how much the NR.-k [National Rifle Association) has given 
this parts CHcr the vearsr" — or for a Democrat opposing 
school vouchers lo sav, “The teachers’ unions have been 
some of onr best backers, so you bei we 
listen to them." If the ethics process is 
going to assume the worse about such 
talk, then honest discussion of politics is 
at an end. 

Back in Wonderland, assume also that 
Babbitt did indeed say ‘that Harold 
Ickes had direcicd him to iuue the deci- 
sion that dav." Here an important detail 
swims to the surface: Irkes is not direct- 
ing a ^n/Tiru/ar decision, oiilv a f^romfil 
decision. Eckstein himself told the Sen- 
ate that the alleged direction was "simplv 
as (o liming" and that he had “no basis 
to believe" lli.ii Ickes had directed the 
substance ot the decision. 

Soinetiines. of course, the iimtng ol a 
decision can affect the outcome. Presuni- 
abK the Losers thought so. or Uiey would 
not have sent Eckstein to wheedle more lime from his old 
friend. On the other hand, one reason we elect politicians is 
'to prod bnreaticrais lo get things done. For a While House 
aide to lell a Cabinei officer to hum up wiih a controversial 
and heaviK lobbied decision involving a big contributor is a 
verv long wav from am traditional notion of corruption. Con- 
gressmen do it all the time. In fact, thev are sometimes known 
even to drop strong hints about the outcome of a case. 

*1 know at times we made calls to ERA [Environmental 
Protection .\gencv)," savs former Rep. TimoihyJ, Penny, D- 
Minn. His office contacted the Environmenul Protection 
Agencv on behalf of businesspeople fighting wetlands bat- 
tles. and it contacted the .\gnculture Department on behall 
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ot farmcis MTing lo geJ tht-u loans rfs«ruciured- Tl»c list 
gofs on iind on of aciiviues iikr tUis.' P^nnv savs. “and you 
lm\e lo make a jndgmeiii call on what s mcniorious-* 

Polilicians ma\ niisjndge ihe merits uhen assessing the 
grievances ol their big donors. Tliev mav even think. "1 
vvonidn'i waste mv time on this trivia if the gtn hadn't given 
me so much monev That mav not be pieicv. but it's politics, 
inherenth and nnalieriiblv . The Supieme (.ourt made pre- 
ciieh (hai point in MrC-oiiriKk. which specificallv renounce' 
HI 1 "appearance ' standard where campaign contributions are 
concerned: ■\V'h.ne\ci ethical conMdef.itioii' and appear- 
ances mav indicate, to hold cliai legislators commit the fedei- 
al crime of exioiiion [McCoimick was iried loi extortion 
rather than briben ] wlicn thev act tor the benefit of con- 
stituents or support legislation turthernig the interests ol 
some of (heir ronsiinients. sliorilv hx-lore oi after campaign 
coninbniions are solicited and received from those beneficia- 
ries. IS dll unrcdiistic assessment ot wliai (Congress could haxe 
meanl." 

On Capiiol Hill, however, ihe ethics process now efi'ecnxe- 
|v stands MrCcmuk on its head: If favois even appear lo have 
been traded for coiunbuuuns. let flv the congressional sub- 
poenas. and the more, the merrier. Charles Tiefer. a L'liiver- 
sitv of Baltimore law professor and a lortner depurv general 
counsel of ihe House, savs that as recenth as the earlv 1990s. 
"a congressional investigation vsas quite serious if it used even 
a couple of dozen subpoenas.* In its current campaign fund- 
raising investigation, bv contrast, ihc House Government 
Reform and Oversight Commiiiee {whose chairman. Rep- 
Dan Burton. R-Ind.. has himself been accused bv' Democrats 
of fund-raising improprieties) has issued 479 subpoenas, 
main of which land the recipient wiih legal bills in the four, 
five Ol even six figures 

Oddh. all but nine of those 4/9 subpoenas were issued to 
Democrats, according to the commiuee's Democraiic staff. 
Still more oddiv. none at all were issued to Members of Con- 
gress or their staffs. If congressional invesugaiors are serious 
about the new corruption standards, thev will have to do a 
more thorough job 


Thev migbi sinii with subpoena' for iiu' 
()1 .Senaiois who voted in 1996 io present- 
the /ederal sugar subsidv. and who (accortl- 
ing to the C.eiuer foi Responsive Poliiics. .i 
watchdog group) received an average of 
SJ.'^.SOO ill sugai-indnstn' inonev trom 1991- 
9b. as agaiiisi tlic SI. 500 received bv Sena- 
tors who voted the other w.iv. Tlien ili<- 
iitvestigaiois mighi summon [lie ‘JD House 
Meniheiswlio voicd ior Norilim]) t.iinn- 
maii (ioip 's B-L' bombers, and wlio rereivnl 
an average i»f S-.K'O eacli from defense ion- 
(raciois ID ilu- 1996 election cvcle. ver'ii- 
less than SlOO ior the Members who voled 
the other wav. Then thev might pitch a teni 
ouiside the door of. for cxaniple. bcu 
Alfonse M. D'.\maio, R-\.V.. who (writes the 
cenecr's Jeniiiler Sliccier) received S42.H<)ii 
III campaign contrihuiions from execniives 
oi .Mliaiice Capital Managemeiu three davs 
atiri- he in irivdiiced a bill 
exempting pannerships such as 
Alliance from ceitaiii taxes. 

.Asked iiboul the B.vbbin all» • 
gallons. Peniu replied. “VVhai 
he [aliegedlv] dul is replicaterl 
dav ill and dav oin m vinnalb 
everv office on the- Hill." V\’heM 
Mark Twain called Cioiigress ilie 
onl> "drilincilv naiive American criminal class.' he presum- 
ably did not foresee ihai Ins assessment might come lo be 
taken literallv. 


One Investigation Triggers Another 

In ihe wake of Congress's invesligaiion of Babbiii, another 
cliacge aixive: perjiiiv. .And that charge, nol the original alle- 
gation Itself. Kwhai triggeied the lequcsi Iasi iiioiuh Itu an 
Midepeiideni pro.secutor 

In a crucial respect, the perjun issue is diflerent frotn die 
improper-mfUieiue issue- If the charge is true, than Babbiii 
clcarlv did tominlt a crime. In another crucial resperi. 
iliough. the isMif.s are similar In both cases, a wide-ranging 
and poiciiiiallv devastauiig corruption inquiiv can just as eav 
ilv be triggered bv mnociions political behavior as hv evi- 
dence of criminalitv . 

Reasonable people can argue about whether Kenneth W 
Starr, the VSTmevs-arcr mdependeni counsel, had enough to 
go on when he embarked on a major pegurv- investigation ol 
President Clinton. Stan, however, had tape-recorded evi- 
dence that the President s alleged peijun was an integral 
pan of a larger cover-up scheme. The Hudson case is some- 
thing else again. 

Verv- rarely would a busy public prosecutor pursue a per- 
jnrv allegation without hrsi having some fairlv strong indica- 
HOIKS of a larger crime or covei-up (though he might poke 
around a bill. Even more raielv would he embark on a broad 
corniptioM mvesugation mereiv lo back up a per)urv chargi-. 
But. in the Hudson case, both are happening. Like Escher'v 
two hands sketching each other, the perjurv mvestigaiiciu 
and the corruption investigation juslifv each oiher. Never 
mind that the conduct of which Babbitt was originalb 
accused is almost cerlainlv not criminal: In effect, the inv-cv 
tigative process triggers itself. 

This needs a bu ctf explaining. Tracing tite logic takes 
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some effort, but is worth the trouble. 

Most people assume that Babbitt s perjiin 
problem is (hat lie changed his stun about 
his conxersaiion with Eckstein, or seemed to 
change it. Actiiallv, though, that ts not the 
issue. Instead, as Reno explains in her 
request for an independent prosectitoi', the 
problem is that Babbitt's revised sioir con- 
flicts with Eckstein's ston on one point. 

Recall that Ecksii in told the Senate com- 
mittee Iasi Oci. !M). '.And his response was 
that Harold Ickes had directed hnii to issue 
the decision that da^.' But that is not what 
Babhiii. who also lestified on Oct. 30 . 
recalled saving. Babbitt's version was: “W'hai 
I believe I’ve said is that Mr. Ickes expects 
me, or Mr. Ickes wants me, to make a deci- 
sion." 

Reno notes that there is a crack of daylight 
between those two accounts. "Expecting' 
probahlv wouldn't suggest arm- 
twisting bv Ickes. but "directing " 
might, so the word choice is rele- 
'ant. Moreovei . savs Reno, “if Eck- 
sietn's lesiimonv is uue. .Secretan 
Babbitt's tesiirr.uiM on (liose 
points would be false." So that 
wtjtild lx; false tesiiiiiouv on a mat- 
lei ol concern ui a Senate investi- 
gation— potential perjun . if Babbitt liact criminal iineni. 

The ditfereiice Ijetween "directed' and 'expected' migin 
not implv criminal inieiu. of coinse Boih Babbitt and Eck- 
stein enjov icpuidiions for honestv. and b' the time of then 
Senate lestnuonv. the conversation in question was moic 
ihan two vears old. When i asked two memor' expcits 
whether the difference berweeii expected" and ‘directed* in 
a vears-old conversation can be assumed to be suspicious, 
ihev said, in efTeci. of course not. 

“The verbatim words of a conversaiion fade awav vers 
quick)' ,* savs Elizabetlt Lofiiis. a L'niversitv of Washington 
psvchulogist who IS the presidentelect of the .American Pu- 
chologica! .Sociers , "and what vou re left with is the gist of tin- 
conversation'— oi rather llie mteipieted gist, because even 
the most honest and sincere people remember themselves in 
"prestige-enhancing" wavs. (The' often recall 'Oting in elec- 
liuiis when ihev didn't, for example, or giving more lo chan- 
n than was the ease.) I asked Robert A. BjorC a psvchologisi 
at the Universin of California (Los .Angeles), about "direct- 
ed* versus "expected." "That is such a subiletv — vou could 
have both sides be entire!' confident and sincere, aiul 
nobody was Ivmg," he said. 

Reno, however, is required to assume the worst about Bab- 
bitt's motives if she is in doubt. To set (he case aside, she 
notes, she would need "clear and convincing evidence" ihdi 
Babbitt larkfd criminal intent — and she is "unable lo con- 
clude” that the evidence is clear and convincing, because 
(she implies) Eckstein's lestimonv is plausible. So. under the 
terms of the iiidependeiiKOunsel law. she must appoint a 
prosecutor to settle the mallei . 

And now a final step— one iliai. bv jujitsu, lums a narrow 
peijiirv' question into an expansive criminal inquirv. To find 
out if Babbm'> "expected " was a deliberate lie. ihe prosecuioi 
will need to knuvv if Babbitt had aiiv thing (o lie about. To do 
(hat. he will need to luvesiigale "ativ potential criminal viola- 



tions in coniieciiuii with tlie niiderhing casino dt-rnion. 
Tlioiigh the pioM-cuuM's in.itid.iu* tv narrow, his auihoricv is 
verv broad 

Hci v. in iiiiciocosin. is the closed-loop logic that has given 
recent coriupiion invesugaiions their peculiar qualirv' ol sell- 
propulsion TIu- Hudson case has alieadv been lonnall' 
investigated bv the FBI. the Senate and the House Some ol 
the people involved in (he Hudson mailer, including mid- 
level civil servants and political appoiniees wlio aren'l 
accused of anvtliing and never will be. have alreadv been 
deposed three times. (In ihe Hudstin case, one career staff 
membei of the Imeriot Departmeiii has so fni been ques- 
tioned uncifi oath lor a total of ] (v hours ) None of the inves- 
tigations found a crime, and indeed it is doubllnl ihai an' 
crime was .illeged lo begin with. Ne\enlieless, ihe mere suspi- 
cion of pei'iutv III (lie second iii'esligaLioii iriggeiecl vet .1 
fourth investigation 

Fai ffoiti IxMiig odd. this hall-of-mirrors patter 11 is lieiom- 
ing (he standard. "The same ground gets churned again and 
again and again bv mnliiple and redundant inquiries. " say.s 
Tieler. the Balumore lav\ pvofessoi. ".And the siibsequem 
investigations go over the responses to the prenotis nivrsiiga- 
lions, producing what looks to the people caught m it like a 
never-ending cvcle of being invesugated for what was said in 
the last mvesugation " The "Tmvelgaie'" scandal, he savs, pro- 
duced five successive investigations. The Hudson matiei is at 
four, and counung. 

Babbitt is a wealihv man wlio aimed lor national promi- 
nence in a game that he knew in be hardball: bin ibe s.ime is 
nor necessaiih true of the bnieaurrais and puliiiral fiim- 
tionaries at Interior who .ire swept along beliiiid him .An 
hour before- a grand jun tvpicalh costs Sl.bOO 01 more in 
legal fees, according to a receiu report in T/ii' Kansm (.il\ 
(Mo.) Slai. .As the subpoenas dropped on their doorsteps, 
more than .i tew Qiiuon .Adnnnisiiaiion officials b.tve been 
landed with legal bills ranging well into the six figures. Mete 
innocence is ik> protection 

"The legal bills are shocking to relanveb juiuot peopir. 
who find themselves paving toi lavaers both toi giaiid lun 
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Wlwi to d<»> The iixiepcndent-coujiscl Uw will almost cei- 
uiiiilv be rexised and narrowed iiex* vear. when il is due to 
expire, ii could be repealed alioRether. or its hair trigger 
coidd be changed so Uiat. for instance, no investigation 
would be allowed on less strong suspicion, or on less serious 
charges, than a bnsv public pruseciiior would ordinarilv pm- 
sue. In other words, ii coulrl presume innocence rather than 
guilt. 

-As lor formal congressional investigations, whicli are 
hardiv less oneums. thev conid be required to provide sum- 
daid due-process proieciions. so that subpoenas could not 
he issued willv-uilK bx curious congressional siafleis witness' 
rs could not )xr badgered under oath, and Inrnial inxestigH' 
lionscouhl not begin in ilie hiM place witlioul strong indiia- 
lions o| criminal intent and aciivitx (C.ongress would still he 
free to conduct inlormal investigations, such as urdinan 
hearings, and to criiic]?e anx bodv lor anvthing. ) 

More broad!' multiple jeopardx might be restrained, so 
that echo-chamhri invcsiigaiiuns could nut repeat each 
othci ad inhnitum. Restraints might also be placed on the 
mxestigaiion of naked perjnrx." so that free-standing pei- 
jiii-x allegations could not be telescoped into open-rnded 
searches for possible cover-ups. Arrangements could be 
made to help pax legal bills lor people who arc inxcsiigated 
but nex-er charged. And so on . 

None o( that, hoxvexer. would he enough without a hir- 
iher change' a recognition on the part of the bioad public 
ihiU politics will nexer be a xirginal enterprise and ihai. 
while xoieis can and pet liaps should be cxnica! about politi- 
cians. Ibrmal inxestigaiixe piocesses must nexer be. When 
politicians' natnial behaxior becomes probable cause lor 
inquisition, ethics inxestigaiions become random eruptions, 
axoidable <»nlx' bx axoidmg public life aliogether. V\'hcthei 
the ethics prcKCSs has quite vet become legal McCnirtlixism 
IS debatable, hni the Babbitt case cleaih hovers over ihe 
abvss. ■ 


appearances and rungiessional 
depositions, exen though the' 
ihemseixes haxe done absoltile- 
Iv nothing wrong and are mere 
bit plavers. “ s.xvs Tieler. "We're 
not talking aisoui rich pct'pie 
These are people lor whom the legal lees represent a sir- 
able amouni ol' all ihex' haxe in ihe world. ' Or had. as tin 
case max he. 


Circles op Fear 

At the end of the dax. Babbitt <»r v>mebodx else max be 
lound guilo ut a crime. But uiidisciimin.iiiug invesiigaiioiis 
JVC- tun excused lix the inci ih.it thex uncarih wrongdoing 
anx more ih.nii McC.arthvism was excused hx the lact ili.u 
some of its tiugeis xveie Communist agents. Nor are such 
investigations excused hx iikiinateK clearing their targets, it- 
along awax, (hex haxe tormented or bankrupicd scores of 
people who are guiltx- on lx of politics 

Bruce Babbitt is not Alger Hiss, and mindless legal 
proces.s is not opportunism or paranoia But imagine, for .1 
moment, chai xoti set personalities and circumstances aside, 
and just pm 195Us McCanhvism and IV'iOs ethics inxestigat- 
ing side bx side in black boxes, so that all vnu could see is 
how both svsieins behav e. Then ceriacii similarities emerge 
Formal investigations can be iriggered Iw ordinan- pcUiic.il 
conduct, with no slunviiig that a ennie h.is been comniiued: 
once ilie invesngaiion begins, it jiisiihes its expansixe scoj>e 
on ihc grounds tlui, atier all. some jx-ople are guiltx: ilu- 
inxesiigatioii exacts trom exen the innoceiii a toll in monex 
and time and anguish that is iiseirolien hard to disnngiiish 
liom a loini of puinshmeni: above all. a cascade ol iiuesii- 
gaiioiis-of-iiixesiigations create.s a mace of infinite jeopard' 
.\f no stage is tlieie protection from bankruptrx or exhaus- 
tion. or shelier fioir. ihe radiaiing rncles of feai as the sulv 
poenas pom fonli 
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Mr. Kucinich. This article relates to the assumption of guilt 
which seems to have permeated the investigative process in this 
Congress. And, therefore, in raising the issue earlier about the pre- 
sumption of innocence, I think we have to require that that prin- 
ciple, which is so important to the democratic process, let alone the 
criminal justice process, be enforced, and that questioning which 
drills the FEC as to why they should regard the presumption of in- 
nocence as being such a sacrosanct matter, ought to be, in itself, 
scrutinized. 

Now I want to ask some questions here. The FEC has come 
under criticism from members of this committee and from outside 
groups for dropping the Glicken case. I’d like to show a chart pre- 
pared by the minority staff. When they produce the chart, this 
chart represents some of the cases against Members of the other 
side of the aisle dropped in the last 3 months. And as you can see, 
when you look at it — ^you can see that the FEC has dropped cases 
against quite a few Republican party organizations including the 
Dole-Kemp Campaign, the National Republican Campaign Commit- 
tee, and the National Republican Senatorial Committee. And the 
FEC has also dropped cases against many prominent Republican 
officials, and I’d like to emphasize that these cases were all 
dropped within the last 3 months. 

Now, I don’t mean to suggest from it that I’m trying to criticize 
the FEC, but it’s my understanding that the FEC is forced to drop 
many of the cases it receives. Is that correct? 

Mr. Noble. That is correct. 

Mr. Kucinich. And in many instances, aren’t cases dropped even 
after your preliminary investigation has discovered that there’s 
some basis to believe a violation has occurred? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Kucinich. And would it be fair to say that there have been 
cases dropped by the Commission which appear to be more serious 
than the Glicken case? 

Mr. Noble. There have been, yes, there have been very serious 
cases 

Mr. Kucinich. And why have you been forced to drop those 
cases? 

Mr. Noble. Resource or statute of limitation problems. 

Mr. Kucinich. And can you tell me approximately what percent- 
age of cases the Commission receives in a year that are closed 
without action? 

Mr. Noble. We are able to activate at any given time only about 
a third of our cases. I can tell you that we have an enforcement 
prioritization system and we’ve dismissed under the enforcement 
prioritization system, for example, in 1997, 133 cases, and 55 per- 
cent of those, of our total caseload, was dismissed under the en- 
forcement prioritization system. Now the enforcement prioritization 
system identifies cases that are either low-rated, meaning they’re 
not important, or cases that are stale, meaning that they were too 
old. 

Mr. Kucinich. One final question; It’s my understanding that 
the first step you take in a case is to find reason to believe that 
a violation occurred. Has the Commission closed cases after finding 
reason to believe that a violation has occurred? 
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Mr. Noble. Yes, and it has closed cases after finding probable 
cause to believe, which is the higher step, has occurred. 

Mr. Kucinich. So even in cases where they might yield some 
finding of wrongdoing, you’ve closed cases? 

Mr. Noble. Absolutely. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. Thank you. I’ve got a few questions, let 
me start with the FEC document No. 44. On that screen there, 
that’s an e-mail from Lois Lemer to Lawrence Noble. Looking at 
the FEC exhibit, Ms. Lemer, you in fact, were called by Mr. 
Donsanto from the Department of Justice last month after the 
story of Mr. Glicken and his association with the Vice President 
was reported in a major newspaper. Isn’t that correct? 

[Exhibit 44 follows:] 
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Dace: 
From: 
Subject : 
To: 

CC; 


2/12/98 1:55:02 PM 
Loil C. Lemer 
GREENBERG TRAURIGCsp?} 
Lawrence M. Noble 
Jose Rodriguez 


Donsanto just called. They've seen she “offending language " w^iie he was 
sure there must be more to the story than this was Gore's friend, ne wanted to 
)uiow why this hadn't been referred to DGJ He said the Task Force w;uld be 
revving up an investigation unless he could provide them with something 
clarifying this, while Z have no problem with then investigating : tncught i: 
would be useful to provide them with whatever statement we make tc the cress 
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Ms. Lerner. Yes. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. Specifically, the language in this e-mail 
notes that with respect to the matter of Mr. Glicken being the Vice 
President’s friend, this official at the Justice Department wanted to 
know why this hasn’t been referred to DOJ. He said the Task Force 
would be wrapping up an investigation unless he could provide 
them with something clarifying this. Who is Mr. Donsanto? 

Ms. Lerner. Mr. Donsanto works in the Public Integrity Section 
at the Department of Justice. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. Why did he call you? 

Ms. Lerner. He is my contact at the Department of Justice. 
When there’s — we’re liaisons for the two organizations. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. What was your response with respect to 
his question of why this matter hadn’t been referred to the Depart- 
ment of Justice? 

Ms. Lerner. We hadn’t found probable cause in the matter, so 
there couldn’t be any referral, but what Mr. Donsanto was really 
saying to me was that he had seen the article and based just on 
that article, he wondered what was going on and he assumed that 
there was more to it than just the fact that Mr. Glicken had been 
a fundraiser for A1 Gore, as to why we hadn’t gone forward. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. And you just didn’t have enough infor- 
mation before, was your position? 

Ms. Lerner. No, I’m sorry, I didn’t make myself clear. Mr. 
Donsanto had only seen the statement that Mr. Glicken was a 
fundraiser for A1 Gore, and he assumed that the Commission had 
not closed the case simply on that fact, but that’s all that the arti- 
cle that he read had focused on. So he was asking me about that. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. But your argument was that you really 
didn’t have enough information to move forward at that point 

Ms. Lerner. i told him, yes, I told him where we were in the 
case, and what the status was, and how it had all come about. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. OK. Let me just — in retrospect, do you 
think that maybe you should’ve called Mr. Glicken or Mr. Rosen, 
and just talk to them before this was closed? 

Mr. Noble. Not necessarily. I would like to say, yes, given every- 
thing that’s happened but, frankly, I know all the other cases we 
have in-house, and I can tell that this is going to happen, time and 
time again, with our resources. That we’re going to dismiss cases, 
or, in this case, keep in mind we’ve got over half-a-million dollars 
in civil penalties that we’re going to take parts and move forward 
on them, and other parts, not look into, that can people honestly 
criticize us and say, you should have looked into it. And my answer 
is, I would have loved to have looked into it; we had to make a 
triage decision here. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. But in this case, you have no regrets 
that you didn’t look forward, given your priorities within the De- 
partment, or referring it over to Justice. 

Mr. Noble. Referring it over to Justice, I have no regrets; we 
had no probable cause to believe, we could not have done it. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. But if you didn’t have the resources 

Mr. Noble. I regret we didn’t have the resources 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. But you didn’t have the resources — I just 
want to understand 
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Mr. Noble. Right. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. Given your resource load, you don’t re- 
gret not having called them or having referred it over to Justice 
and saying this is something you might look at? 

Mr. Noble. I regret not having the resources. I could not have 
referred it over to Justice, so it’s not a question of regret. I could 
regret, in some of these cases, that if the statute wasn’t different, 
that we couldn’t refer something at an earlier stage. But, given 
what we had to work with, given the statute, no, I don’t regret it, 
I regret the lack of resources. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. Let me ask this: Last September, it be- 
came public knowledge that the DNC was engaging in the practice 
of siphoning off the first $20,000 of soft money contributions into 
hard money accounts. Are you familiar with what I’m talking 
about? 

Mr. Noble. We are all aware of newspaper reports, of course. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. Well, OK. I’m calling that public knowl- 
edge. Under the law, individuals are allowed to contribute up to 
$20,000 in hard money to national political parties; they can give 
an unlimited amount of soft money, of course. This practice came 
to light during investigations of fundraising phone calls that the 
Vice President had made from the White House. According to the 
Washington Post a total of $120,000 in hard money was siphoned 
off from soft money donations solicited by the Vice President. This 
revelation forced the Attorney General to open a preliminary crimi- 
nal investigation under the independent counsel law. To quote from 
the Washington Post article, “Unless the donor specified otherwise, 
the DNC’s policy during the 1996 election cycle was to treat the 
first $20,000 of most large contributions as hard money, with the 
remainder going into soft money accounts.” 

Now these are newspaper reports; I’m not asking you for any 
other 

Now, without referring to any specific enforcement actions, is it 
your belief that under the law it is legal for a political party to con- 
tribute the first $20,000 of a soft-money contribution to a hard 
money account without the donor’s permission? Just your under- 
standing of the law; I’m not asking you what happened. I’m just 
saying in your understanding of the law, do you believe that under 
the law, it’s legal for a political party to attribute the first $20,000 
of a soft money contribution to a hard money account without the 
donor’s permission? 

Mr. Thomas. I would say the way you stated that, where you 
said without the donor’s consent, I think is the phrase 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. Permission. 

Mr. Thomas. Permission. That would pose problems, but 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. OK, that’s 

Mr. Thomas [continuing]. There are many factors that go 
into 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. Well, I’m not — I just 

Mr. Thomas. The way you phrased it 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. I’m not asking the facts. I’m just giving 
the general law. 

Mr. Thomas. We have a regulation that specifies what has to be 
done to put money into a Federal account. 
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Mr. Davis of Virginia. What would be the penalties for such an 
action, under the FEC 

Mr. Thomas. The penalties, of course, are set out in the statute. 
The possible penalties can range from, for a non-knowing and will- 
ful violation, the amount of the violation in question, or as much 
as $5,000 if it’s larger. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. And last, individuals can contribute up 
to $25,000 in hard money contributions to Federal candidates and 
parties combined. They can give up to $20,000 in hard money to 
any one political party. If a party organization attributes $20,000 
of a soft money contribution to a hard money account, without the 
contributor’s luiowledge, isn’t it possible that they might put that 
person over his or her $25,000 personal limit? 

Mr. 'Thomas. We have seen cases where that has happened, yes. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. And if a contributor goes over the 
$25,000 limit, whether inadvertently or not, what are the potential 
penalties that he or she would face? 

Mr. Thomas. Well, we are mindful of the contributor’s predica- 
ment in those circumstances. So, it would depend on the cir- 
cumstances, whether the contributor was fully aware of what was 
going on or not. But conceivably, if the contributor was actually 
aware of that having happened, and that 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. Or should reasonably have been aware? 

Mr. 'Thomas. Or should have been reasonably — we might pursue 
the contributor in those kinds of circumstances. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. And what would be the penalty? 

Mr. 'Thomas. Well, again, the penalty would be the same statu- 
tory penalty laid out for a non-knowing and willful violation: as 
much as 100 percent of the amount in violation or $5,000, which- 
ever is larger. 

Mr. Davis of Virginia. OK, thank you. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. I’ll take my 5 
minutes now. Mr. 

Mr. Kucinich. Mr. Chairman, point of order. Are we going back 
and forth still, or are we changing 

Mr. Burton. Did you not — ^you have not yet had 5 minutes? 

Mr. Kucinich. No, it was yielded to me. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Kucinich, you’re recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Kucinich. I appreciate that, thank you very much. 

Am I correct that both Democrats and Republicans are being 
equally treated by the FEC’s process? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Kucinich. In the case of Mr. Kramer, Republican Political 
Committee has received over $230,000 from him. Do you know 
whether that money was solicited by someone, or whether Mr. Kra- 
mer just gave $230,000 to Republicans without any prompting? Do 
you know that? 

Mr. Noble. I don’t believe we know, but 

Mr. Rodriguez. No, we don’t. 

Mr. Kucinich. OK, the next question is then, did the FEC ever 
open an investigation into any Republican who solicited money 
from Mr. Kramer? 

Ms. Lerner. Not in this case. 
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Mr. Kucinich. And I understand that your office settled with the 
law firm Greenberg, Traurig, et al, and received a $77,000 fine 
from that firm, presumably for its solicitations of Mr. Kramer? 

Ms. Lerner. Yes. 

Mr. Noble. Correct. 

Mr. Kucinich. And apart from this action, however, you did not 
open investigations into any individuals who may have solicited 
money from him, is that 

Mr. Noble. That’s correct. 

Mr. Kucinich. And that goes for Democrats and Republicans? 

Ms. Lerner. Right. 

Mr. Noble. Correct. 

Mr. Kucinich. That’s all correct? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Kucinich. Although the majority here is criticizing the FEC 
for not pursuing Howard Glicken, your answers make clear that 
this wasn’t a partisan decision. There were Republicans who solic- 
ited money from Mr. Kramer, who also weren’t pursued by the 
FEC. 

Ms. Lerner. That’s right. 

Mr. Kucinich. Is that correct? 

Mr. Noble. Correct. 

Mr. Kucinich. Then, I think that given the facts that we have 
heard in the last few minutes, it’s difficult to argue that FEC closes 
its cases with an eye toward protecting one political party. The fact 
is that the FEC, as we have been fully aware, is underfunded, over- 
worked, often forced to drop promising cases. And, frankly, until 
this Congress is serious about reforming the system and giving the 
FEC the power to effectively enforce the campaign finance laws, I 
suspect we’re going to see cases closed against prominent Repub- 
licans and Democrats. 

And I think that singling out the Glicken case for criticism is a 
curious exercise in selective outrage. Once again we see where a 
process that could be beneficial to the American people in terms of 
pointing out the difficulties in the campaign finance system is not 
being used effectively. And we have had many hearings in this 
committee, and as a new Member of Congress, I’m very concerned 
that we have missed the opportunity to capitalize on a chance to 
strengthen our campaign finance laws. 

We have had such a volume of testimony from people at every 
level; from people who have been contributors, from people who 
have been fundraisers, from individuals who have been involved 
with contributors and fundraisers, now from the FEC. You would 
think that with all the information that we’re gathering, we’d be 
given an opportunity to come up with some proposals that would 
strengthen the campaign finance process, and give the American 
people increased faith in this system. But for some reason, we 
haven’t taken that opportunity. And it’s really a shame. 

And the FEC now that we’re calling them, we’re now investigat- 
ing the FEC. I think that we need to continue to review the pur- 
pose of these hearings. And if the purpose of these hearings is sim- 
ply to conduct a partisan onslaught, then this committee has ful- 
filled its purpose. But I would like to think, given the honorable 
nature of all the members of this committee, that this committee 
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has a higher punjose, and that that purpose is to strengthen the 
political process in this country through examining not only the ex- 
isting campai^ laws, but through examining the process to see if 
we can report it. 

It’s really the height of cynicism to be here today investigating 
the FEC when yesterday we voted down campaign finance reform, 
and even lost a chance to have serious bills brought to the floor. 
I have to tell the members of this committee, most of whom are 
senior in their years in the Congress, that we have a long way to 
go before these hearings have some relevancy to the American peo- 
ple. 

People want to know: Why does any of this matter? It matters 
when our political process is corrupted by money, but we still have 
to meet the test of coming up with the way that we will do it bet- 
ter, and nothing in these hearings has suggested how we’re going 
to do it better. And until that happens, frankly, these hearings are 
an exercise in chewing gum for the political mind. And, frankly, I 
think we can do better and I hope we will before this is all over. 

Mr. Chairman, I will yield back the balance of my time. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. I’ll take my time 
now. 

Let me start off by saying, in 1994, Mr. Kramer told you of his 
activities. In 1994, Mr. Kramer told you that he gave $20,000 ille- 
gally tWough his secretaiy to the DNC, and it wasn’t until 21^2 
years later that you even sent out an interrogatory on this incident 
in this case — 2 Va years later. 

He did say, as I understand it, that somebody, unidentified, solic- 
ited this $20,000 to be laundered through his secretary. He said 
that he would not tell who it was unless there was a grant of im- 
munity and his secretary said a similar thing, she wouldn’t make 
a comment on this unless there was a grant of immunity. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Noble. That is essentially correct. 

Mr. Burton. It just troubles me, and I can’t figure out why this 
wasn’t investigated more thoroughly, especially in view of the fact 
that you investigated these other cases. Why didn’t you call Mr. 
Rosen, auid why didn’t you call Mr. Glicken. Didn’t even pick up the 
phone, and it took 2 y 2 years before you sent any interrogatories. 

And then you say, Ms. Lemer, that there wasn’t any probable 
cause, and that’s why it wasn’t referred to the Justice Department. 
Would you please tell me what you mean by probable cause? Give 
me your definition of probable cause. 

Ms. Lerner. Probable cause is one of the steps that we have to 
meet 

Mr. Burton. Well, what is your definition of probable cause? 

Ms. Lerner. That there’s enough evidence for the Commission to 
make that finding. 

Mr. Burton. Well, you knew that there was $20,000 that was 
laundered through his secretary. You did know that, did you not? 

Ms. Lerner. That Mr. Kramer said he had used his secretary’s 
name to make a contribution 

Mr. Burton. Right. Illegally. You knew that was illegal? 

Ms. Lerner. Yes. 
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Mr. Burton. And that is not probable cause? 

Ms. Lerner. We went forward with Mr. Kramer with regard to 
that contribution. 

Mr. Burton. But you did not pursue who asked for that money 
to be laundered through the secretary. 

Ms. Lerner. That’s not true. 

Mr. Burton. Well who did — who was it then? Who did ask? Did 
you ask who 

Ms. Lerner. Ask 

Mr. Burton. Did you say to Mr. Kramer: Who said to launder 
this money through your secretary? 

Ms. Lerner. There were discussions with regard to that in the 
context of conciliation which I cannot go into any further. It was 
not until 19 

Mr. Burton. But you did discuss this with Mr. Kramer, who 
asked you to give the money through your secretary. 

Ms. Lerner. As I said, there were some discussions in the con- 
text of 

Mr. Burton. If you did have that discussion, then, they knew 
that somebody, somebody, asked Mr. Kramer to run the money 
through his secretary, which is an illegal act. Why was that not re- 
ferred to the Justice Department? 

Ms. Lerner. We were pursuing that matter. That matter is ex- 
actly what we were pursuing with Mr. Kramer, exactly what Mr. 
Kramer paid a portion 

Mr. Burton. I know. I understand. 

Ms. Lerner [continuing]. Of the $300,000 for. 

Mr. Burton. Why was it not referred to the Justice Department? 
It was a criminal act. It was an illegal act. 

Ms. Lerner. All of the acts under the Federal Election Campaign 
Act are illegal but we have the authority to pursue them civilly. 
And that’s what the Commission does. It pursues all of these illegal 
acts 

Mr. Burton. I understand. You have the civil responsibility, but 
the criminal responsibility rests with the Justice Department. Why 
was this not referred to the Justice Department, and why did you 
not even call Mr. Rosen or Mr. Glicken? 

Ms. Lerner. We did not know Mr. Glicken’s name or Mr. Rosen’s 
name until 1997. At that point, as we explained before, we were 
in the middle of our conciliation negotiations with the law firm, 
and when we completed that we had to make a determination 

Mr. Burton. I understand. 

Ms. Lerjver [continuing]. As to whether it made sense to go for- 
ward with this case any further or to use our resources to pursue 
other more recent cases. 

Mr. Burton. If you were on this side of the chair, and you were 
reading this, “Because of Mr. Glicken’s high profile as a prominent 
Democratic fund-raiser, including his potential fund-raising and 
support of Vice President Gore’s expected Presidential campaign, it 
is unclear that this individual would agree to settle this matter 
short of litigation.” And then you drop the case, you did not send 
a criminal referral to the Justice Department, and yet you knew 
that that was a $20,000 illegal campaign contribution. Illegal. It 
was against the law. 
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And when you read this, along with the actions that were not 
taken by your agency, it certainly appears as though there was a 
reason why you didn’t send this to Justice. And then you have the 
Justice Department call you about this. Did you not? 

Ms. Lerner. Yes 

Mr. Burton. And you didn’t say that this is something you 
should investigate? 

Ms. Lerner. Actually, I had talked to Mr. Donsanto with regard 
to this some time before that, and the Department of Justice, at 
that time, was not involved or interested in it, at that time. These 
were 1993 and 1994 contributions. I believe the Department of Jus- 
tice and its Task Force was looking into 1996 activity. 

Mr. Burton. It doesn’t make any difference. If it’s a criminal ac- 
tivity involving campaign contributions of this type, it should have 
been referred to the Justice Department for action, and you didn’t 
do it. 

Ms. Lerner. We can’t do it under the statute. We can only do 
what the statute allows us to. 

Mr. Noble. Mr. Chairman, we would’ve violated our law had we 
referred Mr. Glicken over without finding probable cause to believe. 

Mr. Burton. But the probable cause, you know 

Mr. Noble. It’s a formal finding by the Commission. This is not 
just something we decide is probable cause. We have to put a case 
before the Commission and we have to put the evidence before the 
Commission and say there’s probable cause. And they have to vote 
by four votes that there’s probable cause. 

Mr. Burton. One aspect of this, I mean it’s very clear that there 
was an illegal campai^ contribution; it’s very clear you didn’t call 
Mr. Rosen; you didn’t call Mr. Glicken; you didn’t take it before the 
Commission; and you just dropped it. And it was illegal. 

Mr. Noble. We did take it before the Commission. In that last 
report that you’re quoting, we did, in fact, take the issue before the 
Commission. We told the Commission what our concerns were; the 
Commission approved 

Mr. Burton. And you recommended dropping it? 

Mr. Noble. And we recommended dropping it 

Mr. Burton. Because of the volume of things that they have be- 
fore that Commission, I’m sure they don’t go into great detail on 
everything that you put before them. They probably took your rec- 
ommendation at face value. This is something that should have 
gone to Justice. It should’ve been looked into. Mr. Kramer would’ve 
cooperated, his secretary would’ve cooperated, if they had been 
given immunity in this case, and it wasn’t even given to Justice, 
and I think it’s a miscarriage. I really do. 

Mr. Noble. Mr. Chairman, I know this is not going to be com- 
forting to the committee, but the present situation we’re in, we’re 
dropping a lot of cases like this, there are a lot of matters that 
should be looked into, there are a lot of matters that should be in- 
vestigated, that we just can’t do. And in regard to this specific con- 
tribution, you also have to recognize that there was some issue as 
to the evidence. The DSCC referred to Mr. Glicken as the person 
who may have solicited this $20,000 contribution, but the docu- 
ments turned over to us did not show Mr. Glicken’s name on the 
solicitation material 
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Mr. Burton. And you didn’t even call him, and you didn’t call 
Rosen, and you did make this statement, this statement that he’s 
connected to Gore, and, for that reason, we ought to 

Mr. Noble. Mr. Chairman, that is not what that statement says. 
What the whole report says is that there were a lot of reasons — 
there were resource reasons and statute of limitations reasons — 
and what we’re analyzing for the Commission was the possibility 
of a quick settlement because, remember, when we took this case, 
when we activated this case, we were looking for a quick settle- 
ment with Mr. Kramer because he came in on his own. We were 
trying to get a quick settlement and get out. We then pursued the 
law firm because we were concerned about the law firm deal, the 
negotiations lasted longer than we wanted them to. We kept the 
DSCC in the case because we were concerned about this but ulti- 
mately, as it turned out, as it does in many of our cases, we de- 
cided that the statute of limitations was running on this, and there 
was no way we were going to resolve this. We did not say in that 
report, and I know it’s been reported this way, that “do not proceed 
against Mr. Glicken because he is a fundraiser.’’ 

Mr. Burton. One last statement, and I’ll yield to you, Mr. Wax- 
man. I’ll give you your time. 

Up to the last day, you could have referred this to the Justice 
Department, could you not? 

Mr. Noble. No, we could not have. 

Mr. Burton. You could not have? 

Mr. Noble. We would have first had to have gone to the Com- 
mission and gotten reason to believe. 

Mr. Waxman. Well let — I’ll let him answer on my time. 

Mr. Noble. We would have had to gone to the Commission and 
have gotten reason to believe there was a violation. We would have 
had to investigate the matter, then we would have had to have 
gone to the Commission — first we then would have to send out a 
brief to Mr. Glicken, and give Mr. Glicken 15 days to respond to 
the brief where we would have had to analyze the law and the 
facts. His response, and our report, would have then gone to the 
Commission. The Commission would have to vote that there was 
probable cause to believe and that it was a knowing and willing 
violation, and then the Commission could have referred it over to 
the Justice Department. I don’t believe we could have gotten all 
that done. 

Mr. Waxman. I thank the chairman for allowing me to have you 
further answer the question. Now I want to take up my questions. 
And it seems to me that there’s just no reason why witnesses ought 
to be browbeat when they come before a committee of the Congress 
because there’s a difference of opinion. And I also think that it’s 
somewhat dishonest for the chairman to put on the screen a state- 
ment that you wrote, but only to use that part of it that could sub- 
stantiate the innuendo that they want to cast upon your actions. 

Your statement said that this man was, “a prominent Democratic 
fundraiser including his potential fundraising involvement in sup- 
port of Vice President Gore’s expected Presidential campaign, it is 
unclear that this individual would agree to settle this matter short 
of litigation.” Now that’s all one sentence, but do you think he’s not 
going to settle the litigation because he’s a friend of Gore’s? 
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Mr. Noble. Our experience has been that the more prominent 
somebody is, the higher the profile that he is, that they are going 
to fight you more. 

Mr. Waxman. ok. So, he’s going to get a fight, you’ve got a lim- 
ited amount of resources 

Mr. Noble. And a limited amount of time at that point. 

Mr. Waxman. You have to come here twice a month, so you don’t 
have time to pursue all of these cases, and you also don’t have the 
budget. And the innuendo is, you dropped this case because he was 
a prominent supporter of the Vice President’s. Now, he’s violated 
the law, a lot of people seem to violate the campaign laws, but not 
all of them are pursued to the point where there’s a referral to the 
Justice Department. Isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Thomas. We don’t know he violated the law, by the way. I 
think you said that he violated the law, I don’t know that we know 
that he violated the law. 

Mr. Waxman. I see. There’s an allegation. 

Mr. Noble. An allegation, yes. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. You pursue allegations of people that might 
have violated the law, some of which you’re going to refer to Justice 
for prosecution. 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. If you had unlimited funds, you can pursue every 
allegation to see if there’s any possibility of some accuracy. In fact, 
Mr. Kramer had given some money to the Republicans, I think 
Senator Mack of the Republican party, and it was in violation of 
the law, apparently, but you decided not to pursue it because it 
was a small amount of money. Is that just a prioritization decision 
because you have to go after the people that are most in violation 
of the law? 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. You have the people who make the contribution. 
If they have made a contribution that’s illegal, you will pursue 
those allegations? 

Mr. Noble. As many as we can. We can’t pursue all of those. 

Mr. Waxman. Now we have the level of people who solicited the 
contributions. Let’s say there was an illegal contribution somebody 
solicited. They may or may not have known that there was an ille- 
gal contribution. So in order to go after someone who solicited or 
requested the contribution, you have to decide whether they knew 
there was a violation, that the contribution was illegal. 

Mr. Noble. Correct. And in addition, with the 441e violation, the 
foreign national violation, there’s a question whether we could even 
go after the solicitors at all, with regard to the foreign national 
part of it. Again, what we were concerned about is that he may 
have suggested, or someone suggested, that they make a contribu- 
tion in the name of another, which we do go after the people who 
help in that. 

Mr. Waxman. And when you make these decisions, are you mak- 
ing them on a partisan basis or are you making them on the basis 
of what is the most likely to result in successful prosecution? 

Mr. Noble. We’re making 

Mr. Waxman. Given your resources? 
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Mr. Noble. Yes, given our resources, what will best effectuate 
the purposes of the act and how we can best use our resources in 
a triage mode to get the best effect for what we’re doing. 

Mr. Waxman. Now Mr. Kramer gave to Republican party sources 
$230,000. This was a Republican. And did you pursue who might 
have asked him to give that money? 

Mr. Noble. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Why? 

Mr. Noble. The same issue: We were not looking at that. We did 
not have the resources to look at that. We were trying to keep the 
case narrow and focused. 

Mr. Waxman. So you’re being criticized for not going after Mr. 
Glicken when you found out, that he requested that Mr. Kramer 
give the Democrats, but you’re not being criticized for not going 
after the person or persons who asked Mr. Kramer to give money 
to the Republicans? Is that an accurate statement? 

Mr. Noble. Those are the questions that are being raised now, 
yes. 

Mr. Waxman. I just don’t understand. Your budget is limited by 
the Republican leadership. You’re being criticized because you don’t 
do more, and you don’t have the money to do it. And then you’re 
brought up here twice in 1 month to get beat up by these ques- 
tions. So you don’t have the time, as you prepare not just to be 
here, but to prepare for these hearings, to go out and fhrther en- 
force the law. And what we have is a hearing by innuendo. There’s 
just nothing substantive that you’ve done that warrants a commit- 
tee of Congress to take our time to pursue this not once, but twice. 

I just see nothing coming from this hearing that we didn’t know 
about after Mr. Horn’s committee hearing, and if anything, we 
ought to draw the conclusion that you don’t have the resources to 
go after everybody who may have violated the law, and your deci- 
sions are not partisan, are they? 

Mr. Noble. No, they’re not. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, I ask the chairman, do you have evidence 
other than this one case that maybe there’s a suggestion that it’s 
partisan? Because it seems to me they’re taking one case and one 
sentence from your letter and blowing it up into the allegation that 
you go after Republicans — or maybe you don’t go after Republicans, 
but you’re not going after Democrats who solicited contributions. 
You did go after Mr. Rose’s law firm, didn’t you? 

Mr. Noble. Yes, we did. 

Mr. W.\XMAN. And there you had some additional evidence 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. To justify it. 

Mr. Noble. Well, we also thought it was a very serious matter 
for the law firm who knew he was a foreign national to actually 
solicit contributions from him; we thought that was a serious mat- 
ter. 

Mr. Waxman. So it’s a question of whether the solicitor or re- 
questor of the funds had knowledge, maybe even participated in 
getting a contribution that might have been illegal? 

Mr. Noble. Yes, we had to make a judgment about where to put 
the resources. We thought the law firm was in a unique enough po- 
sition that it warranted us putting our resources there. 
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Mr. Waxman. You made your best judgment, and now you’re 
being requested to justify it, I think, in the context of an innuendo. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was listening to all 
of this, and as a new Member of Congress it does concern me that 
public servants who are doing the best they can, as Thurgood Mar- 
shall says, with what they have, are brought before our committee, 
this committee, and beaten up on. As a lawyer, as one who has 
made discretionary types of decisions, I understand that everybody 
won’t agree with me or agree with you or agree with the chairman, 
or anybody here. People have disputes all the time. I guess, but 
then to be beaten up over it is a whole other question and concern. 

I guess my question simply goes to — I mean, is there anything 
unusual about the procedure that you used in this case than other 
cases that you all pursue? 

Mr. Noble. There was nothing unusual. 

Mr. Cummings. And so I take it would be fair to say that you 
would use the same procedure no matter who the donor was, no 
matter who the solicitor was? I mean, you all are — I think all of 
you are lawyers? 

Mr. Noble. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And you are officers of the court 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings [continuing]. And you at some point or another, 
when you were admitted to the bar, you raised your hand and 
swore that you would do the honorable thing and do the right 
thing, according to the laws of this country. And then you came 
into public service at some point, and the agency that you work for 
is one which has to be — I mean, you can’t be partisan, is that 
right? I mean, I guess you have no room for partisanship? 

Mr. Noble. No. 

Mr. Cummings. As a matter of fact, I would guess that if you 
were partisan, if there were people on your staff who are partisan, 
and it’s quite clear that they are, then they would — can I have — 
can I have just a little silence, please? I can’t hear myself. 

But when you have that, I guess that person would not be looked 
on too nicely by superiors in your agency, is that right? 

Mr. Noble. That’s absolutely correct. 

Mr. Cummings. Yes, you wouldn’t have that, and so there’s a 
chart — where’s that chart? Can you see this? 

Mr. Noble. Somewhat. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. Well, let me — this says, “FEC Reason 
Not to Believe Findings Not Pursued in Kramer Case,” and it goes 
down and it says, “National Republican Senatorial Committee, 
party: Republican; action taken: no investigation or fine.” Is that 
accurate? 

Mr. Noble. That’s correct. 

Mr. Cummings. All right, and then we go down; we have Senator 
Connie Mack, a Republican, no investigation or fine, is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Noble. That is correct. 

Mr. Cummings. I don’t want to make this one-sided. So let me 
skip a little bit. We have Jeb Bush, Republican, no investigation 
or fine. Then we have the Democratic National Committee, no in- 



105 


vestigation or fine, and Senator Robert Kerry, Democrat, no inves- 
tigation or fine, and then we have a list of State and local offices. 
You’ve got Gerald Lewis, State and local office, no investigation or 
fine. 

I guess my point is that this is consistent with what you said a 
little bit earlier, and that is that what you try to do is be fair; you 
try to do the best you can with what you have, and you use discre- 
tion all the time. And the discretion that you do use is based upon 
your best judgment, your best information, and all you’re trying to 
do is do your job? 

Mr. Noble. That’s correct, and we recognize people can disagree 
with our judgment. Our point here only, though, is the judgment 
is made on a nonpartisan basis with our best intentions of prosecu- 
torial discretion. They are not judgments made based on the poli- 
tics involved, on whether somebod^s a Republican or Democrat or 
Independent. 

Mr. Cummings. So I would take it that if you were partisan, 
there would probably — if you were — there would probably be a 
whole slew of people, I guess, assuming you had the money, from 
one party or another, that would go through the whole wringer, 
and you wouldn’t — ^you probably wouldn’t come to some of these 
conclusions, is that right? Is that a reasonable assumption? 

Mr. Noble. I guess so. Our credibility depends on us not being 
partisan. 

Mr. Cummings. Right. 

Mr. Noble. And so I don’t know what we would do if we were 
partisan, and we’re not. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, I couldn’t stand by and — because I know 
for myself, when I fill out my reports, I try to make sure all the 
“Fs” are dotted, all the “Ts” are crossed, because I know you all 
are looking, and you’re only trying to uphold the law. And I under- 
stand that; I think all of us understand that. 

And I just pause for a moment to thank you for your public serv- 
ice and apologize to you for having been beaten up, and that’s what 
I consider it here today. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Lerner, I believe you said, in response to one of Mr. Davis’ 
questions about exhibit 44, that you had talked to Mr. Donsanto 
previously. Is that correct? 

Ms. Lerner. Yes. 

Mr. Horn. What’s the type of conversation you had with him? 
Was he your regular contact in Justice? 

Ms. Lerner. Yes. I had contacted him earlier to talk to him 
about whether or not the Department of Justice would be able to 
do anything to let Terri Bra^ey know that Justice was not going 
to pursue her. We have no way of granting immunity. 

Mr. Horn. And you’re correct, only Justice or this committee has 
the grant of immunity, I believe, and we check with Justice first. 
So this case was discussed with Mr. Donsanto in at least that re- 
spect that you’ve told us right now? 

Ms. Lerner. Yes. 
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Mr. Horn. Had you ever called him on any other cases and said, 
“Look, this is one we simply don’t have the resources to deal with 
it. Why don’t you people look at it?” 

Ms. Lerner. That’s not how we do it. We either refer something 
over to the Department of Justice that’s an FEC violation, or if 
we’re talking about violations of other statutes, there is a provision 
in our statute that allows us to report violations of other statutes. 
Other than that. Justice ordinarily, if we were to close a case, may 
pick up on it or they may have a concurrent investigation that 
we’re not aware of. 

Mr. Horn. Now in Ms. Bradley’s case, she was the secretary, as- 
sistant to Mr. Kramer, is that not correct? 

Ms. Lerner. Yes. 

Mr. Horn. And she was the one that was the conduit of Mr. Kra- 
mer’s money to various political figures in both parties, is that not 
correct? 

Ms. Lerner. I’m aware of two contributions that her name was 
used in. 

Mr. Horn. Yes, now at that point did she know and you know 
that there was somebody advising Mr. Kramer as to how to get 
money into the political system who was Mr. Glicken or Mr. Rosen? 
Did you know that at that time? 

Ms. Lerner. No. 

Mr. Horn. Even though you wanted immunity for her, right? 

Ms. Lerner. Oh, I’m sorry, I misunderstood your question. I did 
not know who the individu^s were. In the original affidavit there 
was a statement that Ms. Bradley was present when the Demo- 
cratic fundraiser spoke with Mr. Kramer, and later on, when we 
were — after our discussions with the law firm had not gone for- 
ward, eind we were back into an investigative mode, Ms. Bradley 
had indicated that she may know who the people were, but she was 
unwilling to give us any information without a grant of immunity. 
And that was when I spoke with Mr. Donsanto. 

Mr. Horn. I see. So you had a total of two conversations with 
him? One you initiated; the other he initiated, is that correct? 

Ms. Lerner. One during the context of the matter and one eifter 
the Kramer matter had been closed that he called me on. 

Mr. Horn. OK. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, we ought to be 
granting Ms. Bradley immunity to get at the bottom of this, be- 
cause she apparently knows who was the person that was giving 
the, shall we say, encouraging people to commit criminal acts, be- 
cause that’s what it gets down to, and that’s sort of what surprises 
me — when you’ve got somebody in a very high place that is encour- 
aging people how to illegally get money into political campaigns, 
when that person knows Mr. Kramer is not an American citizen, 
and he’s giving advice as to how you use your secretary, who is an 
American citizen, or whatever. 

And, of course, what you’ve seen in the number of Members here, 
we’re talking about priorities, and what greater priority does the 
Federal Election Commission have than someone close to, or em- 
ployed by, one of the national parties who’s advising a foreign na- 
tional on how to break the law? And it would seem to me that 
would be justification to say this isn’t just an inadvertent act here; 
this is a planned way to do business, and this is a way to get 
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around the law, and we ought to shut this person off, whoever that 

is, Republican, Democrat, you name it. They’re simply advising 
people to break the law, and you can, I think, assume, and cer- 
tainly what we can assume after listening to a lot of the various 
conspiracies in the 1996 Presidential campaign, that this is a 
planned operation, and those are the people we ought to be putting 
out of business, and not the inadvertent people that does some 
dumb thing because they don’t know. And Mr. Kramer eventually 
knew, and that’s when the money was asked to come back. 

But it just seems to me, when you’ve got somebody clearly advis- 
ing people to break the law, that you ought to be able to deal with 

it, and it ought to be a major priority, not simply an inadvertent 
act. Inadvertent acts you’ve got. I’m sure, all over every report 
practically everybody files with you, but this, it seemed to me, 
should have had the warning flags go up very early. 

And I guess, why wasn’t that the No. 1 priority last year? Here 
you have a solicitor, a lawyer, affiliated with a national party, and 
he’s urging people to — it doesn’t matter; just get the money to us; 
that’s what it’s all about. It seems to me we should realize that at 
that time, not just now. 

And I’d just like to ask a couple of questions here. Mr. Noble 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Do you have 
anyone — Mr. Cummings? 

Mr. Cummings. Yes, just 

Mr. Burton. I’ll yield to you when I get my time next time. 

Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. Yes, just one question, and then I want to yield 
to Mr. Waxman. 

Again, tell us — I mean, you just heard the lengthy statement, 
and I just want one more time, because there are people watching 
this, and some people heard what was just stated, and they didn’t 
hear your response. Would you give it to us now? Because there are 
people who will get the impression that it ends there, and you did 
not have a response to that. So I want you to respond to that, if 
you don’t mind, what you just heard. 

Mr. Noble. Yes. I agree, Mr. Horn, that the idea of somebody 
suggesting making an illegal contribution is a very serious idea, is 
a very important priority. As I said earlier, we don’t have the re- 
sources to do all of those. We have asked Congress for the re- 
sources. 

But important here is you asked — and I think very correctly — 
why last year, last summer, we did not consider that a No. 1 prior- 
ity. Because by last summer we were already focused on the 1996 
election cycle, as we told this committee; that this is a 1993-94 
contribution; that the statute of limitations on the specific $20,000 
contribution we’re talking about was going to run out this April, 
and I, frankly, think it would have been a bad decision at that 
point to put a lot of resources, to get reason to believe to inves- 
tigate it, when we are looking at how we’re going to handle all the 
allegations from the 1996 election. 

And I think the criticism of us at that point now would have 
been, how come you were still stuck back at 1993 and 1994 when 
you have all these cases from 1996 that you should be dealing 
with? And that’s the dilemma we have right now, and we don’t 
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have the resources now to deal with the 1996 cases. So that’s a 
judgment that we had to make, that we weren’t going to pursue 
that. Yes, it’s a serious matter, and I fully agree that it should 
have been pursued, given the resources to pursue it. Eight months 
before the statute of limitations run it’s a very difficult decision to 
decide to open up an investigation like that. 

Mr. Cummings. If you had the resources that you need to do your 
job the way you just described — I mean, that you would have liked 
to have done things — I take it that that would increase your per- 
sonnel quite a bit, is that right? 

Mr. Noble. Yes, we have actually asked I think the Office of 
General Counsel for 34 additional staff, and that’s really focusing 
on the 1996 election now and the other violations we have now. 

Mr. Cummings. That’s just for 1996? 

Mr. Noble. Well, that would also include some others, but the 
main focus was for 1996, yes. 

Mr. Cummings. And how many people do you have right now? I 
mean, what kind of 

Mr. Noble. We have 24 staff attorneys right now. I can give you 
the full staffing. Enforcement has approximately 24 staff attorneys, 
5 supervisors, 2 investigators, and 12 paralegals. Our whole Office 
of General Counsel, which does a lot more than enforcement, has 
onboard strength of approximately 100 people authorized for 1996. 

Mr. Cummings. OK. So at 34, it would be about a — what — about 
a one-third increase, just to be able to do 1996 and some priority 
things from 

Mr. Noble. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings [continuing]. The past? 

Alright, I’d yield the balance of my time to Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. I thank you for yielding. 

I’ve listened to this hearing — we’ve been here for many hours. 
This is, as I pointed out, the second hearing on this very subject 
in the same month. And if I were to say that the evidence is thin, 
I’d be overstating it, because I don’t think there’s anything here. 
You’re either being accused of incompetence — and I don’t think this 
committee’s in a good position to be accusing anybody of incom- 
petence — or you’re being accused of partisanship, and I don’t think 
this committee’s in a position to be accusing anybody of partisan- 
ship. 

I want to point out that Mr. Burton to date has unilaterally 
issued 524 subpoenas, 515 to Democrats; he’s deposed 143 wit- 
nesses, including 141 Democrats. In other words, there’s 1,000 in- 
formation requests; 99 percent of them from this committee have 
been against Democrats; 1 percent dealing with Republicans. 

Based on your experience at the Federal Election Commission, 
are Democrats responsible for 99 percent of the campaign finance 
abuses? 

Mr. Noble. Not based on my experience. I think it’s spread pret- 
ty evenly. 

Mr. Waxman. It’s what? 

Mr. Noble. It’s spread pretty evenly, I think. 

Mr. Waxman. Spread pretty evenly. Can you estimate what per- 
centage of the violations you investigate are Democratic, and what 
percentage are Republican? 
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Mr. Noble. I don’t have that. Our office does not keep figures in 
that regard. 

Mr. Thomas. Mr. Chairman, I might be able to help you there. 
I have been sensitive to this kind of criticism since a recent Wall 
Street Journal article came out a while back, wherein it suggested 
that someone was under the impression 9 out of 10 of our cases 
were against Republicans. And I had my assistant go back and look 
at what the status was at the beginning of 1995 and again at the 
beginning of 1998. Of the active cases that we had going back in 
the beginning of 1995, as I strike the percentages of the cases in- 
volving Republicans versus Democrats, 53 percent were involving 
Democrats; the remaining percentage, out of 100 percent, would 
have involved Republicans, roughly the same percentage in the be- 
ginning of 1998. 

Mr. Waxman. Is it accurate to say you just don’t take political 
affiliation into consideration? 

Mr. Thomas. It is not even mentioned for the most part who the 
party affiliation is in the context of them. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I see my time has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Waxman. May I ask unanimous consent to put into the 
record a letter from the Federal Election Commission? 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

[The letter referred to follows:] 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON DC ’OAtJ 


February 17, 1998 


Charles W. Burson, Esq. 

Counsel to the Vice President 
Office of the Vice President 
of the United States 
Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, DC 20501 

Dear Mr. Burson: 

This is in response to your letter of February 13, regarding the General Counsel’s 
Report in MUR 4638, In the Maner of Greenberg. Traurie. et.al. The language in the 
report to which you refer, and which has been the focus of some press reports, was not 
intended in any way to imply that 1 was recommending that the Commission not pursue 
Mr. Glicken because of concern about fallout due to his past relationship or presumptive 
future fundraising role with Vice President Gore. Any such implication would be 
incorrect. 

As the report makes clear, there were a number of factors that gave rise to my 
recommendation that the Commission exercise prosecutorial discretion and not pursue 
the maner any further. Among those factors were the age of the case, the fact that we had 
allegations, but linle hard evidence, and the unlikelihood of a quick resolution With 
regard to Mr. Glicken. we were onl> at the beginning of what can be a lengthy 
administrative process and we had to assess the probability that we could reach a timely 
resolution of any issues that pertained to him This analysis was particularly important in 
light of the fact that the contributions in question were made in 1993 and 1994 and we 
had already resolved the heart of the case with significant civil penalties totaling over 
S500.000 The language referred to was meant as an analysis of one of the factors w e 
hav e learned may affect the likelihood of someone settling early - the possibility of future 
involvement in fundraising Frankly, as you can imagine, this factor carries weight on 
both sides of the equation. 

Let me assure you that 1 share your concerns about any implication that 
inappropriate consideration of Mr. Glicken's status as a supporter of Vice President Gore 
influenced the decision not to pursue the matter. Unfortunately, because of our limited 
resources we regularly find ourselves in the position of having to exercise prosecutorial 
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Lette o Charles W. Burson, Esq. 
Page Two 


dir-' *i'— not pursue matters that might otherwise warrant pursuit. Although this is a 
decL..o^ prosecutors have to make, what is unusual in the case of the EEC is that 
our commitment to openness results in some of the more delicate discussions reaching the 
public record. 

The report in question is on the public record, therefore, 1 will ensure that your 
lener and this reply is also made part of that record. 

If you wish to discuss this matter, please feel free to call me at 202-219-3690. 


Sincere! 



Lawrence M. Noble 
General Counsel 
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Mr. Burton. You could have taken part of the investigation in- 
volving Ms. Bradley and Mr. Kramer and sent that to the Justice 
Department or you could have gone to the full Commission and 
asked for approval because you had probable cause that there was 
a violation. That could have been sent to the Justice Department, 
could it not? 

Ms. Lerner. We had not gone through the probable cause phase, 
which requires a briefing stage, notification, responses 

Mr. Burton. I understand 

Ms. Lerner [continuing]. Et cetera. 

Mr. Burton [continuing]. But you knew about this transaction, 
and you could have gone through that independently and sent that 
to the full Commission and then sent it on over to the Justice De- 
partment, could you not have? 

Mr. Noble. If I may explain, to do that, we would have had to 
have foregone settlement with Mr. Kramer and the law firm and 
Ms. Bradley, and found probable cause to believe against them and 
refer the whole matter over to the Justice Department. We thought 
that it was better in this situation, especially given the evidence as 
to them, to get a settlement in it and get the matter out on the 
public record. 

Mr. Burton. But you knew that somebody had solicited an ille- 
gal campaign contribution to be laundered through his secretary? 
You knew that had taken place? 

Mr. Noble. There was some evidence of that, yes. 

Mr. Burton. And you knew that there was someone in all prob- 
ability that was coming from the Rosen law firm or Mr. Glicken, 
one of the two that had done that, right? 

Mr. Noble. As a matter of fact, we don’t know who it is still at 
this point, but Mr. Glicken, as far as I know, doesn’t have a rela- 
tionship with the Rosen firm 

Mr. Bltiton. But they would have, under grant of immunity, told 
you? 

Mr. Noble. If Justice Department had granted them immunity, 
Ms. Bradley, presumably, would have told us. I think she said 

Mr. Burton. I know, but the point is, when they said that at 
that point, you knew that we could have gotten to the bottom of 
it, had it been passed by the Commission and referred to the Jus- 
tice Department? 

Mr. Noble. Had we begun an investigation on that aspect of it 
and found probable cause to believe, we could have then referred 
it over to the Justice Department. 

Mr. Burton. In retrospect, do you think you should have done 
that? 

Mr. Noble. In looking at the whole file, in retrospect, and know- 
ing what we — how we were making those decisions then, no. I will 
tell you that I could pick this case out and say we should not have 
settled with Mr. Kramer; we should have launched a major inves- 
tigation with Mr. Glicken when his name came forward; the statute 
of limitations would have run. And I suspect the upshot of that 
would have been we would have been dismissing another case in- 
vestigated but with no resolution, because the statute of limita- 
tions — 
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Mr. Burton. But there was apparent criminal intent here. I 
mean, Mr. Kramer, when he came and started giving these con- 
tributions, he came to you and said, hey, I didn’t really know I was 
doing anything illegal; I’m a German national, and I was doing this 
because I was soliciting — but you kn ew that there was criminal in- 
tent with this $20,000. Somebody said, hey, you can’t give this as 
a German national; you’re going to have to give this to an Amer- 
ican citizen; you’ve got to launder this money through your sec- 
retary. There’s criminal intent there. There wasn’t in the other 
case. Why wouldn’t you pursue the criminal intent? 

Mr. Noble. I’m not sure — again, it’s not our judgment whether 
there’s criminal intent there. I’m not sure that what Mr. Kramer 
said rises to that level. What he said was that a suggestion was 
made that somebody else make it on his benefit, and if I remember 
correctly, his affidavit also says that he does not remember any dis- 
cussions about the legal reasons for this. 

Mr. Burton. Well, in your conciliation agreement with the law 
firm of Greenberg and Traurig, you note that partners in the law 
firm were involved in soliciting contributions from Mr. Kramer. 
However, you avoid to mention the names of the partners at the 
firm. The General Counsel’s Report notes that DNC documents in- 
dicate that Marvin Rosen was a solicitor of some of Mr. Kramer’s 
contributions, but the conciliation agreement avoids any mention of 
the partners at the firm who solicited donations, including Mr. 
Rosen. This is a fairly serious matter because, as you noted, the 
firm does Mr. Kramer’s immigration work, and had reason to know 
that he was a foreign citizen. 

So I have about three questions all tied together here. Mr. Thom- 
as, in your earlier remarks you noted that a couple of the partners 
at the law firm were soliciting donations from Mr. Kramer. 

The first question is — answer these collectively, if you like — who 
were those partners? We know one of them was Marvin Rosen. Did 
the FEC develop knowledge during the investigation and negotia- 
tions with Greenberg-Traurig about who the partners were who so- 
licited the donations? Why were their names not included in the re- 
port? Why did you leave the names out? Did Greenberg-Traurig re- 
quest that the names not be included during the negotiations over 
the conciliation agreement? And, finally, were the names of these 
lawyers not included in the conciliation agreement to avoid embar- 
rassment for prominent members of the firm? 

Mr. 'Thomas. I’m not sure — I think you mentioned me first. I 
think your question, if I remember, Mr. Chairman, to me was, who 
were the lawyers associated with the firm that we’re aware were 
involved with soliciting? I’m not sure that I can honestly say that 
we are aware that more than one lawyer at the law firm was in- 
volved with soliciting. There is some information which we’ve 
turned over to your committee which notes that there were some 
lawyers who were involved with the law firm who were at various 
fundraising events, some for Republicans as well as Democrats. 

But we can provide more detail in terms of the specific names 
of each of the lawyers, if you want. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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The only Grccnberg-Traurig individual specifically identified as a solicitor of Mr. 
Kramer’s contributions in the file of this matter is Marvin Rosen However, the 
record indicates that other firm lawyers attended fund raisers. Based on a review 
of the staff attorney’s file, these persons are: 

Event; 3/22/93 fund raiser for Senator George Mitchell at the Biltmore Hotel; 

- Mark P. Schnapp ($500) 

-Martin Kalb ($1,000) 

— Larry J. Hoffinan ($1,000) 

— Mathew B. Gorson ($2,000) 

— Cesar Alvarez ($ 1 ,000) 

— Hilarie Bass ($250) 

Event; 10/12/93 fund raiser for Ileana Ros-Lehtinen at the Biscayne Bay Marriott: 

— Sue M. Cobb ($750) 

— Robert. H. Traurig ($150) 
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Mr. Thomas. As to why there was some reference in the concilia- 
tion agreement to some aspects and not others, I would defer to the 
counsel’s staff. 

Mr. Noble. Again, as explained before, the problem we have is, 
by statute, we’re not allowed to discuss information we derive dur- 
ing conciliation. I will say generally with regard to cases that when 
you’re in conciliation you discuss a lot of things, and to get settle- 
ments on cases sometimes you forego going against some people; 
you go against other people. Now I’m not talking specifically about 
this case, because we’re not allowed to discuss what goes on in con- 
ciliation in specific cases. 

I don’t know that we ever knew all of the solicitors who were in- 
volved. 

Mr. Rodriguez. We did not. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. 

Mr. Horn has just a couple of questions. Do you want to ask 
them real quick? 

Mr. Waxman. Well, Mr. Chairman, I can’t understand why, after 
Mr. Horn had these people before his subcommittee and was able 
to pursue extensive questioning with him, and he’s had two rounds 
today, he should have further time that he wants to take up of 
these witnesses. Can he submit them in writing? 

Mr. Burton. I told Mr. Horn I would grant him some of my time, 
and we ran out. So I’d like to give him the opportunity to ask one 
or two questions, if you 

Mr. Waxman. Then I’ll pursue my 5 minutes 

Mr. Burton. That’s fine. That’s fine. 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. And then Mr. Horn can do whatever 
he wishes to do, whatever the chairman wishes him to do. 

What we’re talking about is a contribution from Mr. Kramer. 
More money went from him to the Republicans than to the Demo- 
crats in Florida, right? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Right. 

Mr. Waxman. And so you wanted to find out what was going on. 
You found out that these contributions were illegal, and you pur- 
sued it, and you got fines, penalties, against whom? The Repub- 
lican party? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Fines against the Republican party, against Kra- 
mer, against the law firm, and against the secretary. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. So you went after Mr. Kramer, his secretary, 
the law firm of Mr. Rosen, who was an active Democrat 

Mr. Rodriguez. Correct. 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. And the Republican party? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Correct. 

Mr. Waxman. And now you’re being questioned why you didn’t 
pursue it even further, to go after the person who solicited the 
money from Mr. Kramer for the Democrats, but you’re not being 
criticized for not going after the solicitor from Mr. Kramer to the 
Republicans. In fact, you don’t even know who that was, is that 
right? 

Mr. Noble. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. So it just seems to me that to complain that you’re 
being partisan can’t be justified from the facts. The charge can be 
made; any Congressman can say anything. We are up here; we are 
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on the risers. We look down at you. We can ask you the questions. 
You have to respond to the questions. You work for the Federal 
Government, and we oversee your agency. So we can be as rude to 
you as we want. And you’ve seen enough evidence of it from some 
of my colleagues. 

But the fact of the matter is, it sounds to me like you’re doing 
a commendable job, given the fact you don’t have the resources. 
The Republican leadership made sure you didn’t get any more re- 
sources. 

Mr. Horn criticized you because he thought maybe you took some 
money from computers and put it into more staff, which would 
allow you to even pursue more of these enforcement violations. 

And I just have to ask this question: You’re to be commended for 
wanting to do your job the best you can, but I wonder why anybody 
would want to work for the Federal Government or for the Federal 
Election Commission? Because if I were trying to make sure that 
no enforcement actions ever took place against politicians. I’d 
shortchange your money and I’d beat you up when you came before 
the congressional committees; I’d complain, and then when good 
people won’t want to take these jobs anymore, because they have 
to be bullied by Congressman, then we’d be sure that any viola- 
tions that are occurring by the politicians up on the rostrum won’t 
be prosecuted. 

I hope you don’t get discouraged by the fact you have to be here, 
spend so much time, take this find of abuse. I don’t think it’s justi- 
fied, and I hope you don’t feel that some of us — and many Ameri- 
cans, Democrats and Republicans appreciate the fact that you’re 
trying to enforce the law to the best you can. 

I just want to point out one clear example. You issued subpoenas 
in this Kramer case, didn’t you? I think six or seven subpoenas? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Right, yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Democrats and Republicans? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Correct, correct. 

Mr. Waxman. This committee doesn’t issue subpoenas to both 
Democrats and Republicans. This committee issues subpoenas only 
to Democrats and people who support Democrats. At least you’re 
being fair about it. 

Now someday people who run this committee should be down 
there answering to the American people about how they’ve con- 
ducted their activities, and I still expect that the chairman will 
give us a full accounting of the resources of this committee, par- 
ticularly when we give these low estimates of how much money is 
being spent, when we know, in fact, at least $5 million and a lot 
more. 

So I want to yield to Mr. Horn on my time and let him pursue 
the questions, and if he then has need to go beyond it and wants 
to take up more of your time, then it will be up to the chairman 
whether he wants to go for a third round, and if he wants to go 
for a third round, then we’ll all decide whether we want to ask 
more questions. But I yield to Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. I’m delighted my colleague has yielded me the time, 
because the first thing I want to do is set the record straight from 
the way he has stated it. 

Mr. Thomas, have you ever appeared before my subcommittee? 
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Mr. Thomas. No, I have not. It was Chairman Aikens 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Lerner, have you ever appeared before my subcommittee? 

Ms. Lerner. No, I have not. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rodriguez, have you ever appeared before my subcommittee? 

Mr. Rodriguez. No, I have not. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much. 

Three of the four witnesses here have not appeared before the 
Subcommittee on Grovernment Management. 

Now, Mr. Noble, you have appeared. Mr. Noble, how much time 
did we take to look at the workings of the FEC? 

Mr. Noble. If I remember correctly, the actual hearing part of 
it where we testified was about an hour and a half or so. We were 
there all day because of delays, but 

Mr. Horn. Well, that’s correct. We spent most of our time on try- 
ing to extract what your needs were and what some of the prob- 
lems were that you confronted, despite Mr. Waxman’s complete 
misstatement of what went on. 

And when did I ask the question about Mr. Kramer and Mr. 
Glicken? 

Mr. Noble. It was at the end of the hearing. 

Mr. Horn. That’s right; I did it at the end of the hearing, after 
a couple of hours, on behalf of the chairman, who had to get back 
to Indiana that day and couldn’t make it to that particular meet- 
ing. 

So you were well-prepared, and I was kidding you on that. You 
had a rather thick brief book. You’re very bright, and you are well- 
prepared. And when I asked that question, you went right to the 
tab, and you had all the facts laid out, as you saw them. Is that 
not correct? 

Mr. Noble. That’s correct. 

Mr. Horn. OK. So, so much for the business that we’ve gone over 
this ground before. It’s utter nonsense. The gentleman should have 
been there. 

So let me just ask you a few last questions. No. 1, as the chair- 
man noted in his opening statement, he said, quote, I should note 
that the Commissioner’s vote on this matter does not appear to be 
a partisan move, unquote. No one is saying it was a partisan move. 
We’re simply saying, look, we know it’s tough; not everybody in 
every agency gets all the resources they would like, but the ques- 
tion was: If you had to do it over again, would you do it differently? 
The way I get some of the answers here are you would have done 
it differently if you had to do it over again, because I think we’ve 
pursued the question of, when you’ve got a person that is system- 
atically telling other individuals how to commit a crime, it might 
be worth dealing with that. 

Now what we’re trying to find out is, are there formal ways 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman’s time has expired, 
but I’d like to ask unanimous consent that Mr. Horn be given 2 ad- 
ditional minutes, providing he lets Mr. Noble respond to that, 
whether he would have liked to have done it differently, because 
I think Mr. Horn is putting words in his mouth. But I think he 
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ought to be given 2 more minutes, and I hope you’ll let the gen- 
tleman respond to your accusation. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

Mr. Horn. Yes, I have no problem with that. I think we pursued 
in previous questioning the fact that here you have an individual 
that we don’t completely know now, because we haven’t given him 
immunity through the Department of Justice or this committee, 
who is systematically telling individuals how to violate the cam- 
paign finance laws. What we’ve been pursuing with you is, even 
though you don’t have all the staff you’d like, you’ve got 100 indi- 
viduals on your own staff; couldn’t someone have made a telephone 
call and gotten the answers to some of this? 

And it sort of boggles the mind of most of us that have run large 
organizations that you can’t find someone somewhere that could 
followup on that thing, and that’s what this is all about. And I’m 
sorry we have to get at it from three or four different angles, but 
that’s what’s concerning us: Why couldn’t you get 1 of those 100 
lawyers on your staff to do something about it? 

Mr. Noble. Well, first, we don’t have 100 lawyers; we have 24 
lawyers working on enforcement cases. But 

Mr. Horn. Well, you said you had 100 people in the Office of 
General Counsel, and you had 24 staff attorneys, plus 5 super- 
visors, and 2 investigators. That was your testimony. 

Mr. Noble. Right, that is correct, working on enforcement. But, 
in response to your question, again, I don’t think I would do it any 
differently, even knowing what I know now, even knowing that it 
meant coming before this committee. The fact of the matter is that 
in July, when we had Mr. Glicken’s name, in 8 months the statute 
of limitations would have run. We have to make these decisions. 

Now you said in your question that he was systematically solicit- 
ing contributions — we don’t know that he systematically did that. 
The evidence that we had, as I said, was not that clear. We had 
the DSCC referring to Mr. Glicken with regard to this $20,000 con- 
tribution. The solicitation material that we had did not refer to Mr. 
Glicken; it referred to others. 

I could have had somebody pick up the phone and make a phone 
call. To what end? So if we’re not going to pursue the matter — and 
we’ve been through this before in our agency; we know what it 
means. If we’re not going to pursue the matter — yes, if we had 
known that this would have stopped all of this, it was in the record 
who it was, maybe it would have been worth doing, but, frankly, 
we make these decisions all the time just to stop at this point; 
we’re going to stop, and we’re going to move on to another case. 

Because last year and right now what we’re facing is the 1996 
election. We’re coming on to 1998 and 2000, and just trying to an- 
swer, if you will, for intellectual curiosity or just for the record who 
everybody is, we don’t have the resources to do that. We don’t have 
the luxury to do that. We do it if we think we can pursue the mat- 
ter. We couldn’t pursue the matter. 

Mr. Horn. Yes, Mr. Noble. I guess I’d go on the assumption, if 
I were in your shoes, that who’s doing the evil deeds in 1994 will 
do them in 1996, and who’s doing evil deeds in 1996, knowing they 
got away with it in 1996, will do it in 1998. And it just seems to 



119 


me, when you’ve got something like that going, that’s where you 
target somebody. 

Mr. Noble. And I’m not at liberty to discuss what we have going 
on that’s open involving 1996 or anything else. But those are 
things you take into consideration. Yes, obviously, people do turn 
up again, and those are things you have to take into consideration. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

I ask unanimous consent that the record remain open to receive 
answers to questions the committee may submit to the FEC. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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April 6.1998 


Honorable Scott E. Thomas, Vice-Chainnan 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20463 

Dear Commissioner Thomas: 


Pursuant to a unanimous consent agreement reached at the conclusion of the Committee 
on Goverrunent Reform and Oversight’s hearing of March 31, 1998, on the Federal Election 
Commission’s (FEC) enforcement actions, I am submitting the enclosed questions for inclusion 
in the record on behalf of Rep. McIntosh. 

Please reply to these questions by Friday, April 17. 1998, and refer all correspondence to 
my chief clerk, Judy McCoy. Thank you for your cooperation. 


Sincerely, 



Chairman 


cc: Hon. David M. McIntosh 
Hon. Henry A. Waxman 
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April 3. 1998 


Mr. Lawrence M. Noble 
General Counsel 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E Street. N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20463 


Dear Mr. Noble: 


1 appreciate your appearance before the House Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight on Tuesday, March 3 1 . This letter contains questions for the record of (hat hearing. 

1 . How is the value of a reportable in-kind contribution determined? 

2. Does the person making a reportable in-kind contribution ordinarily provide the 
national political party or federal candidate with his or her estimate of the market value of an in- 
kind contribution? 


3. Do national political parties or federal campaigns that receive reportable in-kind 
contributions ordinarily take any steps to verify the value of an in-kind contribution? 

4. Please provide copies of any written Commission policy statements, guidelines, 
advisory opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases involving the valuation of 
in-kind contributions. 


5. Please provide copies of any written Commission policy statements, guidelines, 
advisory opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases involving the contribution 
of mailing or telephone lists to a national political committee or federal campaign. 

6. It is my understanding that White House employees are permitted to engage in 
partisan political activity while on duty, provided they do not use government resources, such as 
vehicles, photocopiers, computers, etc., and that if they use such resources for partisan political 
activities, the value of the use of those resources must be reimbursed by the national political 
party or federal campaign for whose benefit those resources were used. 

A. If the White House were not reimbursed for the use of those resources, would the 
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use of those resources constitute a reportable in-kind contribution to the national political party 
or federal campaign for whose benefit the resources were used? 

B. If reported and not reimbursed, would such an in-kind contribution constitute a 
contribution from a prohibited source? 

C. Has the Commission ever investigated whether the use of government resources 
for partisan political purposes was properly reimbursed? 

D. Please provide any written Commissirm policy statements, guidelines, advisory 
opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases regarding the reimbursement of the 
government for the value of the use of any goveminent resources for the benefit of a national 
political party or federal campaign. 

Thank you very much for your assistance in providing the answers to these questions for 
the record. 


Sincerely. 

David M. McIntosh 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on National Eccmomic Growth, 
Natural Resources, and Regulatory Adairs 
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Responses to Post-Hearing Questions 
Submitted by Congressman David McIntosh 
in Coivj unction with the 

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
Hearing on 

FEC Enforcement Actions 
March 31, 1998 


Question 1 : How is the value of a reportable in-kind contribution determined? 

Answer : The Federal Election Campaign Act defines “contribution" to include, inter 
alia, “any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of value 
made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for federal office..." 2 
U.S.C. §431(8)(A)(i) (emphasis added). Pursuant to the Commission’s regulations, 

“the provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that is less than 
the usual and normal charge for such goods or services is a contribution." 11 CFR 
l(X).7(a)(l)(iii)(A). The regulations also define “usual and normal charge" and, when 
applied to goods, this term means “the price of those goods in the market from which 
they ordinarily would have been purchased at the time of the contribution. ” 1 1 CFR 
l(X).7(a)(l)(iii)(B). When applied to services, other than those provided by an unpaid 
volunteer, it means “the hourly or piecework charge for the services at a commercially 
reasonable rate prevailing at the time the services were rendered. ” Id. The value of in- 
kind contributions must be reported by a political committee in accordance with 1 1 
CFR 104.13. 

Question 2 : Does the person making a reportable in-kind contribution ordinarily 
provide the national political party or federal candidate with his or her estimate of the 
market value of an in-kind contribution? 

Answer : The Commission is not in a position to know what information in-kind donors 
ordinarily provide to recipients, as the agency does not get involved in such 
relationships unless a question or problem emerges. However, the Commission advises 
donors to provide recipient candidates with the amount of an in-kind contribution. See, 
e.g.. Federal Election Co mmi ssion Campaign Guide for Party Committees (August 
1996) p. 13. See also, documents provided in response to questions 4 and 5. 

Question 3 : Do national political parties or federal campaigns that receive reportable 
in-kind contributions ordinarily take any steps to verify the value of an in-kind 
contribution? 

Answer : The Commission is not in a position to know whether recipients ordinarily 
take steps to verify the value of an in-kind contribution. If a question arises, these 
issues are addressed on a case-by-case basis. 
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Question 4 : Please provide copies of any written Commission policy statements, 
guidelines, advisory opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases 
involving the valuation of in-kind contributions. 

Answer : Numerous advisory opinions issued over a period of many years have 
considered specific fact patterns involving the valuation of various goods or services 
that may have represented contributions in-kind, either in their entirety or in part. 
Examples include: Advisory Opinions 1996-29 [independent appraisal to value donated 
computer equipment should include its future useful life]; 199S-08 [loan of office 
equipment valued at market rental rate for each piece of similar equipment]; 1990-19 
[valuation of fimdraising items for use by campaign committee to retire debts must 
include profit/cost analysis where identical items were sold in retail marketplace]; 
1986-14 [value of motor vehicle owned by campaign committee can be set using 
“Bluebook” upon its sale to arms-length purch^r]; 1984-60 [value of partnership real 
property sold by former candidate to family member to raise cash to retire campaign 
debts best determined by independent real estate appraisal, see footnotes 2 and 5]; 
1984-37 [value of campaign services paid by PAC, in advance, and provided to 
candidates by employees of PAC’s sponsoring corporation was set at same rate for 
outside political consultants rendering similar campaign services]. Copies of these 
opinions are enclosed. Other opinions treating this topic less directly or in some special 
circumstances ate; Advisory Opinions 1996-13, 1995-24, 1994-22, 1991-37, 1990-11, 
1989-21, 1989-04, 1988-17, 1985-01, 1982-08, 1979-36, 1979-24, 1977-12. Copies 
are not provided at this time, but are readily available, if desired. We also are 
enclosing copies of 19 CotKiliation Agreements the Commission entered into with 
various campaign committees or other entities during the period fit>m 1986 to 1997. 
These Agreements present fact patterns involving the mal^ and receipt of in-ldnd 
contributions, and are identified as Federal Election Commission Matter Under Review 
(“MUR") 1741, 1816, 2177, 2602, 2750, 2921, 3000, 3020 (3), 3164, 3191, 3360 (2), 
3562 (includes other MUR’s), 3608, 3918, 3991, 4048. 

Question 5 : Please provide copies of any written Commission policy statements, 
guidelines, advisory opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases 
involving the contribution of mailing or telephone lists to a national political committee 
or federal campaign. 

Answer : Commission regulations, 1 1 CFR 100.7(a)(l)(iii)(A), provide that 
membership lists and mailing lists are examples of goods or services that, if provided at 
less than usual and normal charge, are in-kind contributions to the extent of the 
difference. If donated without any charge, the full amount of the usual and normal 
charge would be the in-kind contribution. Several advisory opinions have addressed 
specific situations where these types of lists were donated or sold or exchatiged by or 
between committees. See Advisory Opinions 1991-18, 1988-01, 1987-16, 1982-41, 
1981-46, 1981-11, 1979-18, 1979-03. Copies enclosed. 


2 
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Question 6 : It is my understanding that White House employees are permitted to 
engage in partisan political activity while on duty, provided they do not use government 
resources, such as vehicles, photocopiers, conqtuters, etc., and that if they use such 
resources for partisan political activities, the value of the use of those resources must be 
reimbursed by the national political party or federal campaign for whose benefit those 
resources were used. 

Question 6A : If the White House were not reimbursed for the use of those resources, 
would the use of those resources constitute a reportable in-kind contribution to the 
national political party or federal campaign for whose benefit the resources were used? 

Answer : No. The Federal Election Campaign Act excludes the ‘Federal Government 
or any authority of the Federal Government* from the definition of “person” in 2 
U.S.C. §431(1 1); therefore, the Federal Government cannot be considered under the 
law to have made a ‘contribution* under section 431(8). See, Letter dated May 14, 
1991 , from FEC Chairtrum to Rep. Robert E. Wise and H. Rq>. 96-422 (96th Cong. 

1st Sess.) at 6-7, 11 (copies enclosed); see also. Advisory Opinions 1976-34 and 1976- 
44 (copies enclosed). Other federal statutes administered by other agencies, however, 
do address the use of appropriated funds. See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. §1301(a) and 18 U.S.C. 
§641. 

Question 6B : If reported and not reimbursed, would such an in-kind contribution 
constitute a contribution from a prohibited source? 

Answer: As noted in the response to question 6A, the Federal Government cannot 
make a contribution. Thus, tte answer to this question is no. 

Question 6C : Has the Commission ever investigated whether the use of government 
resources for partisan political purposes was properly reimbursed? 

Answer : Yes. While the Federal Government is not a ‘person* under the law, 
publicly-funded Presidential candidates must defray their campaign expenses with funds 
regulat^ under the FECA and the public funding laws. For example, the 
Commission’s regulations at 1 1 CIIL 9004.7 and 9034.7 state that expenses for 
campaign-related travel by publicly-funded Presidential candidates are considered 
qualified campaign expenses and reportable expenditures. Paragraphs (bX4) and (S) of 
those sections govern reimbursement for campaign-related trips using government 
conveyance, including aircraft and vehicles, and the use of other accommodations paid 
for by a government entity during campaign travel. Reimbursement issues regarding 
the use of Federal Government aircraft for campaign travel have been considered in 
several past Commission audits of Presidential candidates: the Carter-Mondale 1980 
canq>aign, the Bush-Quayle 1988 campaign, and the Bush-Quayle 1992 campaign. The 
Commission also considered reimbursement issues regarding the use of State (Virginia) 
aircraft and other State-owned equipmeid in its audit of the 1992 Wilder Presidential 
rampaign (The Commission’s Presidential audit file materials are extensive and cover 
many other topics besides the Govenunent reimbursement issue. Please contact the 
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Commission’s Staff Director if further documentation from these files is needed.) 

Please note it can be difficult to determine whether a particular trip is campaign-related 
or official business when an incumbent is tunning for re-election or another Federal 
office. The Commission’s legislative recommendations seek Congressional guidance to 
clarify these distinctions. Set, 1998 Legislative Recommendations, Distinguishing 
Official Travel From Campaign Travel. p.l5. 

Question 6D : Please provide any written Commission policy statements, guidelines, 
advisory opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases regarding the 
reimbui^ment of the government for the value of the use of any government resources 
for the benefit of a national political party or federal campaign. 

Answer : See the response to Question 6C and the documents cited therein. As 
explained above, the Federal Government is not a “person” under the FECA and 
cannot be treated as making a “contribution” if Government equipment or resources are 
used to benefit any political committee and are not reimbursed. The Commission has 
also addressed the application of FECA and its regulations to the use of sute 
government resources by Congressional candidates who concurrently held state office. 
See, e.g.. Advisory Opinions 1992-34 and 1984-48 (copies enclosetQ. These opinions 
applied the Commission’s regulations at 11 CFR 106.3(e) which provide guidelines for 
non-publicly funded candidates using government conveyance or accommodations for 
campaign travel. For a comprehensive treatment of this subject (including citations to 
and summaries of numerous Federal court opinions) from a broader prospective than 
the FECA and the Presidential campaign funding stamtes, see generally, Maskell, “Use 
of Federal Appropriations for Non-Official, Political Campaign Purposes,” American 
Law Division, Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress (Sept. 6, 1996). 
Copy enclosed. 
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ONE HUNOAED Fin>4 CONQRESS 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
21 S7 Rayburn House Office Buildinq 
Washinqton, DC 20515-6143 
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April 6, 1998 


Honorable Scott E. Thomas, Vice-Chainnan 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20463 


Dear Commissioner Thomas; 



TOM UWTM. CMfOM* 
BWW W .WQTVW M M 
UMOfl R. OMM. «• ram 
CMimja TOima. mm ram 
f«A e. mwuomwL PBMmvMM 

OMT A. COOT. CXiVOMM 
cmoLM a MHJNKY. ««* ram 
T1KMIB M. awm. WQgaii 
aCMSf) HOLWa NORTCM. 

O0TWCTWCOUMM 
CHMWnnAM WWmVAMM 
&UIM a ommoa lumLAND 
DSmOCMOtOHD 
moH aMa«vCH.uMas 
DMWV K. Mm. LlWOtS 
jomtr T cw I , twaan x ug g m 
JM nmcR Tcxu 
TMWUH.AUCN.tMM 
HANOLOe PONO.JM . TEMMSKE 


aCMMND MWCJB. VE WONT 
KCCCNOCNT 


Pursuant to a unanimous consent agreement reached at the conclusion of the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight’s hearing of March 31, 1998, on the Federal Election 
Commission’s (FEC) enforcement actions, Z am sulmiitting the following questions to be 
included in the record on behalf of Rep. Ptqipas; 

(1) I believe Mr. Lawrence Noble and others alluded to decisions being made to 
pursue or not pursue possible FEC regulation violations because of limited 
resources and limited staff. Do you agree? If so, what changes in funding and 
staff would you need from Congress or someone else to accomplish what the FEC 
was established to attend to? 

(2) Do you believe either of the campaign reform measures, H.R. 34 and H.R. 

3382, that the House approved on March 30, 1998, would be of any help? 

(3) Who makes decisions on what is being investigated? What are those decisions based 
upon? 

Please reply to these questions by Friday, April 17, 1998, and refer all correspondence to 
my chief clerk, Judy McCoy. Thank you for your wwperaiion. 


Sincerely, 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Hon. Michael Pappas 
Hon. Henry A. Waxman 
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Responses to Post-Hearing Qnestions 
Submitted by Congressman Michael Pappas 
in Copjunction with the 

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
Hearing on 

FEC Enforcement Actions 
March 31, 1998 


Question 1 : I believe Mr. Lawrence Noble and others alluded to decisions being made to 
pursue or not pursue possible FEC regulation violations because of limited resources and 
limited staff. Do you agree? If so, what changes in funding and staff would you need from 
Congress or someone else to accomplish what the FEC was established to attend to? 

Answer : It is certainly true the FEC has not been able to pursue as many potential 
violations as it otherwise would if it had more resources. Perhaps the best indicator of this 
is the growing number of cases the FEC has dismissed in recent years because the cases 
became “stale.” These 'stale* cases were significant enough to avoid being rated as “low 
priority” matters under the Enforcement Priority System, but could not be activated and 
assigned because of inadequate resources. In FY 1997, there were 32 such stale case 
closings (13% of all closings). In FY 1998, already there have been 73 stale closings as of 
March 2 (47% of all closings). Even some cases involving significant allegations arising 
from the 1996 election are becoming stale and have been dismissed because resources must 
be devoted either to other matters from the 1996 election or to matters stemming from the 
1998 election. 

The FEC sought additional funding last year to head off this problem. A $1 .7 
million supplemental appropriation for FY 1997 was requested to begin hiring staff for an 
enforcement task force. This request was denied. An additional $4.9 million was sought in 
our FY 1998 request, all but about $1 .4 million of which was to acquire and support 37 
FTE for similar purposes, but this request too was denied. The FY 1998 appropriation 
provided a $3.5 million increase over FY 1997. but $750,000 of this was allotted for a 
GAO supervised audit of the FEC, $1.3 million was allotted for conqiuterized document 
management, and $300,000 was allotted for placing computerized images of campaign 
finance filings on the Internet. The FY 1998 fimding level only allows for an increase in 
staffing from the 306.9 FTE level of FY 1997 to a planned level of 313.5 FTE in FY 1998- 
well short of the 37 FTE increase sought. 

For FY 1999, the FEC is seeking an appropriation of $36.5 million, about $3.4 
million of which is, again, to support an additional 37 FTE for our compliance effort. This 
37 FTE includes: 17 attorneys, 8 paralegals, 2 investigators, 7 general support and 
administrative staff, and 3 auditors. 
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As we explain in our attached FY 1999 Budget Justification and Perfonnance Plan, 
with the additional 37 FTE, the Commission would be much better equipped to handle the 
enforcement workload. We could increase the active caseload from about 87 cases (30% of 
290 cases) to about 120 cases (40% of 300 cases); we could increase the number of cases on 
which substantive action is taken from about 90 cases (40% of 225) to about 113 cases 
(45% of 250); we could continue to pursue 10 to 20 active enforcement cases from the 
earlier election cycles that otherwise might have to be dropped; and we could increase the 
number of enforcement suits initiated from 8 to 15. With the additional audit staff, we 
could initiate as many as 30 audits under 2 U.S.C. § 438(b), instead of only 25. Apart from 
these numeric increases in cases handled, we would endeavor to process all cases activated 
more expeditiously. 

Question 2 : Do you believe either of the campaign reform measures, H.R. 34 and H.R. 
3582, that the House approved on March 30, 1998, would be of any help? 

Answer : H.R. 34, which extends the ban on foreign national contributions to resident 
aliens, would likely neither increase nor decrease the demands on our enforcement staff. 

The stamtory content requirements for campaign finance disclosure reports exclude any 
reference to citizenship status so there is no indication on the face of a report that an 
individual donor may be an alien-with or without a permanent residency visa. If an 
allegation of non-citizen contributions came to the Commission’s attention through a 
complaint, the evidentiary burden on us to prove donors were not citizens would probably 
be about the same as it is today to prove they were neither citizens nor “green-card” 
holders. Initially, the Commission likely will incur some litigation expenses because such a 
provision probably would be challenged in court. 

H.R. 3582, which has several provisions, is another matter: 

Section 2(a) imposes more extensive last minute reporting obligations on all 
committees. Present law requires candidates to file 48-hour notices on all contributions of 
$1,000 or more between 20 days and two days before an election. During the 1996 election 
cycle, we processed about 1 1 ,6(X) such last minute reports. Contributions reported 
piecemeal in 48-hour notices also must be reported in the first scheduled report after the 
election; in the case of a general election, the 30-day post election report. We monitor 
compliance with this requirement by comparing that report with the 48-hour notices filed by 
the same candidate. We have found many omissions through this process and the more 
egregious have generated enforcement actions. H.R. 3582 would require candidates, PACs, 
and party committees to file 24-hour notices on contributions and expenditures of any 
amount from 90 days before an election through the closing of the polls [underlining 
highlights the distinctions from current law]. We cannot predict how many more last- 
minute reports would be required under this proposal, but it obviously would be many more 
than now received. This suggests a need for more Reports Analysts (desk auditors) to make 
the necessary comparison as well as more attorneys and investigators to prosecute gross 
instances of failure to report fully financial activity on essentially a daily basis 90 days 
before an election. Apart from the compliance costs of H.R. 3582, there obviously will be 
additional costs for the Commission to capture these new reports and their component 
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transactions on our disclosure systems. The greater aggregate cost, however, will fall on 
political committees obliged to file these comprehensive and frequent reports. 

Section 2(b) requires any committee that raises or spends more than $50,000 to file 
their reports electronically. Just over 3,000 of the 8,000 political committees active in the 
1996 cycle exceeded that threshold. The vast bulk of detailed transactions are filed by these 
larger committees. If filed electronically, the Commission would save several hundred 
thousand dollars in coding and entry costs. More important, the public would have faster 
computer-based access to this information and the information would be more 
comprehensive. It is, however, difficult to project whether there would be a potential cost 
or saving to the compliance program. In the first election cycle, some unknown number of 
comminees exceeding the financial activity trigger likely would try to continue filing on 
paper and the Commission might have to compel compliance with the requirement to file 
electronically. Whether this would be an ongoing problem is difficult to predict. 

Section 2(c) requires cycle-by-cycle aggregation of financial reporting rather than 
annual aggregation on candidate committee reports. The present contribution limitations for 
candidates are expressed on an election-by-election basis, so neither annual nor cycle 
aggregation requirements directly satisfy our reports review. Indirectly, however, cycle 
aggregation provides more information per contributor because the reporting committee 
must carry balances forward from one year to the next. This, in turn, provides the basis for 
calculating If and when a contribution limit has been exceeded. If, as the Commission has 
recommended, the limitations on contributions to candidates were made cycle-by-cycle as a 
companion amendment, both reporting and desk auditing the reports would be easier. 

Section 3(a) requires record keeping and reporting of disbursements to secondary 
payees for goods and services if the amount paid exceeds $500 or more. It is difficult to 
gauge the number of complaints potentially generated alleging a failure to report such 
information. Currently, some committees use the equivalent of “prime contractors” that 
farm out significant work and large sums of money to “sub-contractors.” Absent other 
information, however, missing secondary payee expenditures would not be evident on the 
face of the report. Therefore, the Commission likely would rely upon interested persons to 
monitor this reporting and advise us through the complaint process of inconqrlete reporting. 

Section 3(b) requires all committees to aggregate the total contributions received and 
expenditures made as of the date of an election in their post election reports. Here also, we 
see no appreciable inqiact on enforcement. 

Section 3(c) requires all reporting committees to aggregate by election all itemized 
contributions from individuals and political committees. This satisfies the deficiency noted 
in Section 2(c) above for candidate committees; however, it imposes this same requirement 
for non-candidate committees (FACs and Patties). Contributors to PACs and political patty 
committees are subject to an annual contribution limit, not an election limit. The new 
aggregation requirements in this bill have candidate (authorized) committees aggregating by 
election cycle and election: and non-candidate (unauthorized) committees aggregating by 
calendar year and election. Commission monitoring would continue to focus on the 
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aggregation period identified for a given contribution limit, i.e., currently, by election for 
candidate committees and by calentkr year for non-candidate committees. 

Section 4 provides for an informal advisory opinion process to address questions 
amenable to “clear and unambiguous” answers. Such a process would encourage the 
regulated community to check with the Commission before engaging in an activity or 
transaction which might violate the law. Additional legal staff would be lequiied to respond 
to such inquiries. How many of the violations possibly avoided otherwise would have 
generated a complaint and triggered our enforcement thresholds for prosecution is difficult 
to project. 

Section 5 bans the receipt of cash contributions over $100 in aggregate. This 
parallels the ban at §441g on contributing over $100 in cash in aggregate “to any campaign 
... for nomination for election, or for election, to Federal office. “ Covering both sides of 
the transaction, as is done for other contribution limits, is a useful amendment, but of no 
great resource impact. 

Question 3 : Who makes the decisions on what is being investigated? What ate those 
decisions based upon? 

Answer : Ultimately, the Commissioners decide which cases will be investigated. Pursuant 
to 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(2), no investigation can be undertaken unless the Commission 
determines, by at least four affirmative votes, there is reason to believe a law under the 
Commission’s jurisdiction has been violated. The Office of General Counsel makes 
recommendations to the Commission regarding which cases it believes should be 
investigated. Because the Commission does not have adequate resources to investigate all of 
the matters that come before it, the Commission has adopted the Enforcement Prioritization 
System (EPS). The EPS sets forth several criteria the Office of General Counsel uses in 
deciding which cases should be activated and forwarded to the Commission with a 
recommendation. In addition, the Commission gets a monthly report from the Office of 
General Counsel which lists all cases activated and deactivated during the month. At any 
time, the Commission may direct the activation or deactivation of a case. 

All cases evaluated under the Enforcement Priority System are assigned a numerical 
score. Because the ratings are crucial to the Commission's decisions regarding its 
prosecutorial discretion, as with other law enforcement thresholds, the specifics of the 
rating criteria are not public. However, the Commission has made public the general 
elements covered by tte EPS ratings. Those elements are: Respon^nts/Players; Impact on 
the Process: Intrinsic Seriousness of the Violations; Topicality of the Issues or the Activity; 
Development of the Law; Subject Matter; and Countervailing Considerations. 
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Mr. Burton. Anyone else seek time? 

[No response.] 

Mr. Burton. This committee stands adjourned, and thank you 
for your pEirticipation. 

[l^ereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the committee adjourned subject to 
the call of the Chair.] 

[The letter dated March 30, 1998, and the accompanying mate- 
rial submitted for the hearing record irom p. 2 follows:] 
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March 30, 1998 


By .Hand 

The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman 
Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D,C. 20515-6143 

Re: Democratic National Committee 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed at the request of the Democratic National 
Committee is a declaration of Joseph E. Sandler, prepared in 
response to the Corranittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight's March 24, 1998 interrogatories to the DNC. 

Should you have any questions regarding this 
matter « please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely# 




udah Best 


Enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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BEFORE THE 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

DECLARATION OF JOSEPH E. SANDLER 

A. I am the General Counsel of the Democratic National Committee (“DNC”). 
This Declaration is submitted in response to the Interrogatories accompanying the letter 
dated March 24, 1998, addressed to Judah Best, Esq., from Chairman Dan Burton. 

B. The information set forth in this Declaration and the accompanying Exhibit is 
based on a review of such records of the DNC and such other inquiries as I deemed 
necessary to provide the following answers to the Interrogatories. 

C. Based on my review of this fourth set of interrogatories from the Committee, I 
believe it is impossible for the DNC to answer certain of these Interrogatories, and that 
those questions should more properly be directed to individuals or entities other than the 
DNC. Certain other interrogatories call for information relating to time periods up to five 
years ago, which I believe the DNC could endeavor to develop only through an extensive 
search of archived records. If the Committee wishes the DNC to prioritize searches for 
any such materials over the DNC’s ongoing document search efforts for the Committee, 
the DNC is prepared to do so, consistent with its legal obligations to other investigative 
bodies 

Interrogatory No. 1 : Please describe all contacts between any DNC employee or DNC 
office-holder and Thomas Kramer (a German national with Florida business ties). 

Answer . 

Corporations reportedly owned and/or controlled by Thomas Kramer made three 
contributions to the Democratic National Committee, by checks of the following dates and 


amounts: 
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Olympus Holdings. Inc 4/14/93 

35 Star Island, Inc. 3/4/94 

Portofino Group, Inc. 3/15/94 


$ 25,000 
$ 60,000 
$ 40,000 


Attached as Exhibit A are copies of the check tracking forms and the summary 
printouts from the DNC’s A/S 400 system for these contributions. All of these 
contributions were refunded on or about November 7, 1994. 


The information presently available to us indicates that the following DNC 
personnel had or may have had some contact with Mr. Kramer, by telephone, in person 
and/or in writing: 


David Wilhelm 
Terry McAuliffe 
Laura Hartigan 
Peter O’Keefe 
Eric Sildon 


DNC Chair 

National Finance Chair 
DNC Finance Division 
DNC Finance Division 
DNC Finance Division 


A copy of a memorandum from Mr. Sildon relating to Mr. Kramer is attached as 
Exhibit B 


The DNC’s records indicate that Marvin Rosen, who subsequently became the 
DNC’s National Finance Chair, also had some contact with Mr Kramer, and that Scott 
Pastrick, who subsequently became the DNC’s Treasurer, may have had some contact with 
Mr. Kramer 


In addition, I received a letter from Mr. Kramer requesting a refund of the above- 
listed contributions, and I wrote a letter back to Mr. Kramer, on or about November 7, 

1 994, enclosing the requested refunds 


The DNC’s records indicate that the $ 25,000 contribution from Olympus 
Holdings was solicited by Howard Glicken; that the $ 60,000 contribution from 35 Star 
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Island was solicited by Marvin Rosen, and that the S 40,000 contribution from Portofino 
Group was solicited by Howard Glicken, with Peter O’Keefe listed as the DNC fundraiser. 


We are unable to address more specifically the detailed questions raised in the 
Preliminary Statement to the Interrogatories based on the information available at this 
time. 


Interroyatorv No 2 : Please describe all contacts between any DNC employee or 
DNC office-holder and Terry Bradley (Thomas Kramer’s secretary). 

Answer : 

We have not identified any information indicating the existence of any contacts 
between Terry Bradley and any DNC employee or office-holder. 


Interrogatory No 3 : Please list the names of any and all DNC employees or DNC 
office-holders who solicited Thomas Kramer for financial contributions. 

Answer : 

See Answer to Interrogatory No. I. 

Interrogatory No. 4 : Please list the names of any and all employees or DNC 
office-holders who solicited Terri Bradley for financial contributions. 

Answer : 

See Answer to Interrogatory No. 2. 

Interrogatory No. 5 : What DNC events or meetings was Mr. Kramer invited to 
during 1993 and 1994? 

Sa. What was the purpose of these meetings? 

5b. When were these meetings? 

5c. How many people attended the event or meeting? 

Answer : 

As shown on Exhibit A, the contributions by companies associated with 
Mr. Kramer were credited on the DNC's records as having been received in connection 
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with the following events: 

1. Fundraising event held in Miami, Florida on April 29, 1993, with Vice President 
Gore as featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was to raise funds 
for the DNC. I am advised that the event included a seated dinner for about 50 guests and 
a reception for approximately 1 50 people. 

2. Fundraising dinner held in Florida for the Democratic Business Council on 
March 21, 1994, with President Clinton as featured speaker and honored guest. The 
purpose of this event was to raise funds for the DNC I am advised that the dinner was 
attended by approximately 1,000 people, and DNC records indicate that a separate 
reception was attended by approximately 40 people 

In addition, DNC records which we have identified indicate that invitations to Mr. 
Kramer may have been extended for the following events: 

1 . DNC Dinner in Washington, D C., June 10, 1993, with Vice President Gore as 
featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was to express 
appreciation to substantial contributors. I am advised that approximately 20-25 people 
attended. 

2. White House Jazz Festival, June 18, 1993 We have not identified information 
indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people attended. 

3. Meet-and-Greet with President Clinton, Miami, Florida, September 5, 1993 
The purpose of this event was to express appreciation for support of the DNC. DNC 
records suggest that approximately 27 people attended. Mr. Kramer may also have been 
invited to a reception with President Clinton in Miami on the same day. 1 understand that 
about 75 people were invited to that reception. We have not identified documentation 
indicating the number of people who attended that reception. 
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4. DNC Reception in Tampa, Florida, September 23, 1993. We have not 
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people 
attended. 

5 DNC Trustee Retreat, in October or November of 1993. We have not 
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people 
attended. 

6. DNC Donor Breakfast in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, February 2, 1994, with 
DNC Chair David Wilhelm as the featured speaker. The purpose of this event was to 
inform donors and prospective donors regarding DNC programs, and to solicit support for 
a March 1994 Florida fundraiser. DNC records suggest that approximately 6S people 
attended. 

7. DNC Dinner, planned to be held on or about February 2, 1994. We have not 
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people 
attended. 

8. DNC Trustee Retreat, in April 1994. The purpose of this event was to provide 
members of the DNC's Trustee Program an opportunity to receive briefings about the 
agenda and program of the Administration and the Democratic Party from Administration 
officials. Members of Congress, Party officials and others. We have not identified 
information indicating how many people attended. 

9. DNC Business Leadership Forum Issues Conference, Washington, D C., 

June 21-22, 1994. The purpose of this event was to provide members of the DNC’s 
Business Leadership Forum donor council with an opportunity to receive briefings about 
the agenda and program of the Administration and the Democratic Party from 
Administration officials. Members of Congress, Patty officials and others. I am advised 
that the various briefings and meetings were attended by approximately 1 50-200 people. I 
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understand that there was also a related reception at the White House. We have not 
identified reliable information as to the number of people who attended that reception. 

10. DNC Gala, Washington, D C., June 22, 1994, with President Clinton as 
featured speaker and honored guest The purpose of this event was to raise funds for the 
DNC. I am advised that the event was attended by approximately 2,000 people. 


I declare under penalties of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the 


best of my present knowledge, information, and belief Executed this 
1998. 


JO 


day of March, 
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MMOMmni 

TO: Laura Kartlgan 

cc: Nanay Jacobaon 
Patar O'Kaafa 
raoM: Iric Sllden 

DkXE: Juaa «, 1993 

KKt Thnws Kraaar 


As wa diocusaad, l hava apekan to Tbenas ICraaar, pnalnaBt 
raal aatata davalopar in Soutli Florida, about bin futnra rniirmit 
to tha OKC (Kraaar aada a (29,000 eeotribution to tha April Cora 
dinnar in Ploridai ) In eonvaroations I hava had with hia ainea tha 
dinnor, ha has axpnaaad a atrong daaira to ineraaaa hia a u ppor t to 
tha party. 

On friday, uaing tha Thuraday dinnar with tha Vlea Praaldant 
aa an opantng, I aovad tha prooaoa bayond tha dloauaalen phaoa and 
aokad Kraaar to coanlt anothar $79,000 to tha party baCora tha and 
oC tha yoar. an aignod on and aada tha inaaltaant. 

Ba haa tha ability to wrlta aueh aora than $100,000 and runa 
in waalthy, yat untappM, cirolaa. Lot'a alt down and dia en aa how 
you can aora fully anga^a hia. r 


mummuim one 1040292 
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GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION HEARING - MARCH 31, 1998 



FINE AMOUNT 


DATE PAID 


Terri Bradley 

$21,000 

July 199« 

Thomas B. Kramer 

$323,000 

August 1996 

Republkan Party of Florida 

$82,000 

March 1997 

Greenberg, Traurig, 

$77,000 

February 1998 

Hoffman, Lipoff, Rosen 



& Quentel, P.A. 










HOWARD GLICKEN: DEMOCRATIC EVENTS ATTENDED 
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9/5/93 Presidential Clutch Small Group Miami, Florida 
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1/13/95-1/16/95 Winter Trustee Retreat Aspen, Colorado 
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A/ 12 /% Sent memo to Middleton about McLany arranging 

meeting between Clinton and President Menem 
during A/l')/% gala. 
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Probable 'White House Sleepover 'Washington, DC 


157 


•3 

•c 

o 

b 

■g 

is 


o o o 

Q Q Q 


§ 

St 

.s 

a 


e 

o 

& 

a 




e 

0 
& 
•S 

1 


J 


e 

•8 

s 

c. 


0 o 

g| 

2 n 

e rs 

*M CQ 

X «> 
•fl 

3 « 

•c -o 

e ■" 

E ^ 

1 ? 

«8-§ 

•0,2 


•« 

^ S 

JS 

Is 


;s 

> 


O 

X 


.a 

> 

9i 

9 

O 

X 


> H e > gi 


.a 

>• 


o 

X 




^ fM 


>9 

o^ 

tn 


o 

<N 

fN 





158 



Mr. Larry Motol* 


octobar 4« 



nVe-l^ui^ 3 07 


VadMtml BlMtion Ca—t..loi> 
Mt I MTMt, It.W. 
wuhljigtea, O.C. 204C3 


It.: 


Our Luryi 

I u vrltlng to Collow ap am our Jariaf jlinn. call laat 
Friday, ka X uplalnad, «a rapnauit fhoaaa and wiak to 

diaeloM aeluatarlly to tba rr i l Ba lia* 'fcJ-XBp— f*a' laea Bt 
dlaoeaary that ha uy haaa 1 BaitaarVaat 1jr'.al«a«taa paevlaiea* of 
tho Fad ua l Bloetioa Caapaign *ot jy.'aalrlap -cir.'eiBiaiiig 
oontrihotlOBa ia eannaetleii with ■eaaiaUiita ’aloetiaBs 
notwithatanalng hla atataa aa a MnOtea^iattElaaBl. ht tha tlaa 
Mr. ITTaaar aada or uuaad th ua ' aaatlSyfiihlaaar.'ka waa' wet aa a r a 
that foralgn natlonala aay not piiktf'SaBEdliatleaa'lB o o mi a ct i fai 
with eandidata alaetlona in tha 1lB%rif4Nail3ia.''^VMr.'-n»Bar ia . 
willing to eoeparata Cully with tha^JpaiBSaPiea 'Bad -Ita 'atiaCC 'In 
connoetioa with this aattar. ■ Mo' ‘oa^dhtaiiaang'-Mc^': drawar^a - 
racozda to idaatify which rnnlr Itiiit I iiiidTi>J~Tr~*~-~'qaaat Iniia 'oiadar 
tha rach. Wo will proaptly ■tTlai>lia~*riiah1aaliaii' iif 'any aa^ 
contrihatlona. It wo eoncluda that'aa^'cbotrihaiUeBa waca 
guaationahla, Mr. Kraaar will proaptly aaak'xaCanda of tha 
contrihatlona in quaatlon. 

Ha would appraeiata it if you would forward thia lottar 
to tha appropriate paraon on your aaforcaaauit ataft. thank you 
for your eooparation. 


Vary truly youra, 

ltP9*r Na Wlttvn 


ce: Mr* KraMr 
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WiLMER. Cutler s, Pickerino 


»««» •> SVACC*. M m 



Dmemmhmr 37# 1994 


Jean McEnary, Caq. 

Mary L. Takaar, Eaq. 

Central Enforeasant Oeekat 
Office of the Canaral Counaal 
Fadaral Elaetien Coaaiaaion 
999 E Straat, N.u. 

Siirth Floor 

Washington, O.C. 20443 

9a: Pra-tfUE 307 
Dear Joan and Mary: 

This latter fellows ay earlier eoaaunieatiena regarding 
eur client, Theaaa Kraaer, and Kia viah to diaeleea voluntarily 
to the Ceaaiaaien that he aay have inadvertently violated 
provisions of the Federal Election Caapaign Act by aaking or 
causing contributions in connection with candidate elections 
despite his statue as a foreign national. He include Mr. 

Kraaer *s affidavit and a chart of his questionable contributions 
for your review. Although we believe we have investigated quite 
thoroughly, we will, of course, notify the CoBBiaaion proaptly of 
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any othar eontributiona that wa may laarn of aftar thia 
diacloaura. 

Mr. Kraaar did not Intand to vlolata Saetlon 441a, and 
ha ia quita aorry that it appaars that ha has dona so. Ha was 
unavara of Sactien 44ia or any lagal raatrietiona on tha ability 
of foraiqn nationals to aalta candidata-ralatad contributions. 
Although Mr. Kraaar is quita obviously a foraiqn national in 
origin, no fundraisar or eandidsta avar inqulrad into his 
inaigration status or rafusad funds frea hia baeausa ha was a 
foraign national. In addition, Mr. Kraaar was rsprasantad by law 
flras on buainass aattars during thia pariod, including a fita 
that handled his iaaigratlon aattars and whosa principals 
sollcitad contributions froa hia and suggastad that ha aaka 
cartain othar contributions. Ha was navar adviaad that a foraign 
national could not aaka candidata contributions. 

Whan Mr. Kraaar laarnad aa a result of a Saptanhar 28, 
1994 article in tha Taana Trlbuna (attached) that sobs of his 
contributions sight vlolata tha FECA. ha lasadiataly contaetad 
lagal counaal. Counaal proaptly notified tha FEC of the 
potential preblaa and of Mr. Kraaar's intention to cooparata 
fully in gathering inforsation on contributions ha sada or caused 
to ba sada, in saaking refunds of guastionabla contributions, and 
in Baking full diacloaura to tha CoBSisaion. 


3 IXHItIT 

I nc ~ 5-2 


2 
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X» r»fl«ct«d on tho onclOMd chart, Hr. Kruor or his 
co»pani«s *ada or caused six contributions to candidates for 

office and nuaerous contributions to candidates on the 
state and local level. He also made several contributions to 
Denocratic and Republican party craeittees, vhich are not clearly 
candidate-related but which we list in our effort to sake full 
disclosure. 

Mr. Kraaer has requested refunds of all his personal 
and corporate contributions.^ To date, be has received refunds 
froB the DeBOcratic National CoBBittee, the DeBoeratic Senatorial 
Caapaign coBaittee, the Republican Senatorial CoBBittee, 
Representative Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, and local candidates Gwen 
Hargolia and Charles Dueaeau. By letter of October 25, 1994, the 
Republican Party of Florida inforaed Mr. Kraaer that it had 
directed the bulk of his donation to its state account for "non- 
caepaign, non-Federal activities,* and refunded the rsBaining 
$5,000. Hr. Kraaer asked for a further refund of the additional 
$200,000 he contributed, but the Republican Party of Florida 
denied his request.^ Many of the local candidates who received 
contributions fros Hr. Kraeer, particularly those who were 
unsuccessful in their bids for office, have indicated that they 


An exception ie Hr. KraBer's $1,000 contribution to Ms. 
Ileana Roe-Lehtinen, which the candidate refunded before Mr. 
Kraaer aade a request. 

* The letters exchanged by the Republican Party of 

Florida and Hr. Kraaer are attached. 

- 3 - 


FK - 5.3 
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no longar have open eaapaign accoi^ta or funds tros which to 
rsfund his contributions. 


In addition to his porsonal and cerporata 
contributions, Mr. Kranar aiao aada seaa contributions through 
othar paopla. of tha contributiona Hr. Kraaar aada on tha 
fsdaral laval, two wars aada through anothar, hla aacratary, 

Tarri Bradlay. Thaaa ara listad la tha accoapanylng chart. Ha 
havs raaaen to baliava Hr. Kraaar alao aada candidata-ralatad 
contributions through othars on tha atata and local laval. Ha 
hava Includad tha Infemation wa hava baan abla to gathar in tha 
anclosad enart. Ha did not want to furthar daisy this auhaiaaion 
to tha Coaaission, and hava notad * Intarasdiary * aa tha 
contributor whara wa baliava Hr. Kranar nada a stata or local 
eanpalgn contribution through anothar.*' 


In sun, Mr. Kraaar waa, until raeantly, unawara that 
foreign nationals could net oaks candidata-ralatad contributions. 
Ha nada aoaa of thaaa contributions at tha suggastion and with 
tha adviea of prlnclpsla at hia land law firm, which also handled 
his ianigrstien natters. Although ha was solieitad by nunareus 
caapsign fundraisers and is quits wlaarly of foreign origin, ha 
Has never aakad about his citixanship or rasidancy status. Mr. 


Ha ware guided in our approach to this isaua by the 
first Ganaral Counaal's Boport in the Sports Shinko natter, dated 
*•**' ^ Hhieh tha Canarsl Counsel took the position that 
* o.f.e. f ««if involving contributions to state 
and loul candidates wars aora properly tha bitsinooa of stata 
authorities than tha rtc. (Kapori at 17-iS). 


- « - 


i; ■XHIBIT 

I ” - »•* 
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Krasar voluntarily brought this nattar to tba Coniaaion's 
attantion, and ha has eooparatad fully in facilitating an 
invaatigation into his contributions. 

Va would appraeiata an opportunity to aaat with you 
rogarding this aattar at your ceiwanianca to aaplors tha 
possibility at prs-probsbls esuss conciliation. In tha intsria, 
plaasa lat ua know if wa aay provida any furthar inforaation. 

Sincaraly, 

/C^ *a. 

Koqmr M. Wittm 
IUr9ar«t L. Aekttrltty 

Cnclosurtts 


• » • 


IxSTtiF 
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AFFIDAVIT OF InOMAS IHAMSR 

STATE or rtOJtXOA ) 

I 

COUNTY OP DAOC } 

1. fty nMm§ It Tho««t Xrantr. X «m a r««l 
;r.veseer livins ir. Ktaai teach. Ploride. The doner companies 
lieced in Acteehoent A hereto are ell eerporeeione i.*.carporated 
under the lewa of the state of Plerida and ere wholly owned by 

■le . 

2. X a« a Cardan cttlien end eo in the United States 
on an E‘2 visa. ! a* net lawfully admitted in the United States 
fsr permanent residents 

1. : aada candidate rtntributiens personally and 

tnroufn my eeapames d«rini a par. ad of approzirately a year and 
tn;ee*q*«*Artcra. feestnft&f .9 m early ist). ! gave to state and 
local candidates, tna Aapubltear. Party of Florida, and tne 
nacisnal Cemoersttc and iep^lican patties. : also perso.nally 
made or eauacd centrio.tiens to ts^^r federal candidates. 

i. frier to and daring t.Mt period, t was net 
anowledgcsble tbmtt federal ca-pa*tr. finance laws, including 
2 V.S.C. I eeie ohiefi l now w*sart:ene tars contributions by 
foreign nacionaU to polittcal candidate#. 

$. t epeac Cmglien wttn a German accent, and I 
believe moet people wno anc- •« realise 1 am Certnan. 

Nevercnc lest . no one who eelirited or accepted my eendidat* 
eontributiene ever aaces w« «oo«t “y irjrigratien otetua. advised 

f^TxMTiTT 

nc - t 




m 


■ 2 - 

M that was illsgal far as to contribute, or rsjsccsd ny 

p9l>:i:<l esnsribustor.t Dcsa',»* e£ •y eitixen»hip. 

«. During shi» parted, t ««* repre»«Bi»d by several 
law £irees en business waiters, including Greenberg, Traurig. 
Hnlfnan, LipoC*. Resen a Cae.-.tel end Thensen Harare kateee fc 
Karr. The Cracr,berg. Trauri] ftcei was aif principal ceunsel. and 
handled *y inaigratien -arters aeeng eihar things. Principals at 
that lira tree tiee-ce-tine aaliCitad freei m» and suggested that 
: sake certain pelitical csntribvtlens. t did not spacificall)' 
ted-iest cltctien law advice free Greenberg, Traurig er Thaesen 
hurarc. Hawevar. I generally regueatad Graenberg, Traurig ta 
taee all apprspc.aie artier, ta assure that ny activities e£ which 
they were aware were rcrdwcied tn a fashion fully ceepliant with 
i.ne lav a: re ti'e d.d any siterrey advias ec chat there was 
any issue as to ey legal ability te ease political cent ri but lens 
the: iareign ratiena.s weie pienieiiad free making such 
tiniri but lent 

T. An reading a Septevber 21. l»y« article tn the 
Ttvra Tribune indteatirg that sene e! ny contributions may be 
prcCl. natic. 1 wee surgr.srd a*.s :-wediacely consulted ceunsel. 
Siler ccneullstich with ra..*.ae: end ir.vaacigstlen of my records. 

• teguested reCwnde c( all roltitral contributions chsc t or my 
td'pantee »ade that may te randidate-related. 


■ XHItIT 
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8. I mads two contributions a: the federal level 

chrough my secrecary, M*. Terri Bradley. I have req\:es:ed 
refu-ids ai cheae cor.mbuiions. 

a. I re^nbursc: .Me. Bradley for a 51. COO c;.".ir;r-; ; r.~. 

r.ace i.i her name Co Senator George Hicchell in' Kerch 19$}. : do 

not recall the circunstancea aurrounding chia contribution or w,-.y 
the contribution waa made in this way. 

b. t alao reimbursed Ms. Bradley for a $2:, 000 
ccntrioution made ir. her name to the Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Ccnm.ietcc I'DSCC'I on April 2$, 1991. To the best of my 
recollection, I believe that I was informed directly or 
indirectly by a Democratic party fundraiser that the ISCC would 
tcrtpt ccntributicna c.-.l-, frcm 1 S. citizens. 1 do not recall 
what, if any. eaplanat ic.*. “ay have been given. In any event. I 
did not understand at the time that I was being advised that it 
was unlawful for She OSCC (or any one else) to accept political 
contrioutiona from fcreign nationals. 1 proceeded as 1 did 
Occausc. to the beat of ~y recollection. ' understood that the 
solicitor suggested (ir. the preaenre of myself and my secretary) 
that, since the OSCC accepted co.-.tributions only from U S. 
ritizens. a U.S. citizen snould contribute on my behalf. I have 
no recollection of understanding that there was any legal issue 
involved. 

9. To the beet of my Knowledge, the accor.panying 
chart of centrlbutiena lAttssnnent Bl accurately ohowc the 


■ XHIBIT 



candidace*;el«ced and possibly candidsis-relsced cor.cribuzions 


made directly or indirectly, and the atatua of ny refund 
re^eita . 



The foregoing instrument waa acknowledged before ne 
t.*.is IliU day of Ceeemaer. ISte by Thomas Kramer, who is 

personally known to me or who has produced 

as identification and wn: did take an oath. 



Kctary Public. State o 
Print Kame: A 

Cfmission Number; 

Cec-mission Expires: 


riorida 
Ri&l 


(SEAi.) 


MOTiav sial 

« ■iW « . ceuuuaiea nvixia 
“ ’sS** » CCSIttee 


> eouifiiaiow ti« 

OmP sue. IS lets 
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Asure Co«st D«v«IopMne. Ltd. 
3caciiw«lk Oavlo p a a nt Corp. 
N«w Zr.e. 

OlvT^us Holding Cozp. 

Playa Del Sol. Ltd. 

Portofino Grotip. Zne. 
Sandpoint Financial. Ltd. 
Santorini Zale, Zne. 
sas. Ine. 

Seagull Developaant Corp. 
Ssuth Beach Creative Groi 9 
St. Tropes R/S Fund, Ltd. 

Sun & Pun. Zne. 

2 Star Zsland. Zne. 
s Star Island. Zne. 

7th & 5th Deco Corp. 

35 Star Island. Zne. 
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t/iV97 m 

9om Kudiif—t 
Hn 4Mt 
nry Jua 


Just sp^* with Tsrri hrsdlsy's eounssl. Lsu Vsadittslli, rspsrduif hsr 
« -r"f ts pur discpvsry ssskiiis iafomstroa eoACtnujip «rp«absrf 4 Trsurip’s 
snd’clM DSCC*s iavelvsMBt la ths KrsMr csotributioas asds ia bar asm. 

aotsd thst his elisat hsd aueh uifofMtion sp Hr. B n ai r *s 
contrlhueieos (hsyoad 3 ttsc whst ms ssksd for xs the tf^scaivery) , but feared 
that by previdiag tbxs.iafe she'd eepoee hersalf to possible eraainal 
liability, la this repard. counsel aohed «dwt bar crioioal e i ^e e ure could he 
and asked if wc would be willing to offer lOTRunity freo crioinal proseeutier ir. 
eacbaage for her tectioony. 2 Mted. with the usual caveats, that boeause the 
CeMisaiOB had already settled with his client, it was unllliely to either refer 
or report her to Justice for crininal proeecutien. 2 further Mted. however, 
that Justice could alwsys act independent of any Ceeeussieo aetieo. CeoceRiing 
the iMuaity repuest. t noted that we do Mt usually offer loMhlty lead ia 
fact nay net have the power to do eel . Me respeoded that bis eliaat would not 
respond to the discovery absent sene aesurancss and that ba waa tefarruif her 
ts a crioinal attorney to odvioe hor on thio loouo. 2 aotod that X*d run the 
request up the line and pet hack ta bin with a nora oolid raspnnei 


batot 

Front 

Pub^oett 

To: 
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9mtmt VlV»7 Utl«tl7 m 

fnmt Nuy Ann Wmgmzrmx 

tttb}*eC: t«: MDR 4C]I 

T»: JoM Kodrtgucs 

'ow. It is nssis»9 to m that «#t eas's cv«r. gtz a rasun: phena call iroff some 
la and ethara tians iHBuniey. : das't thina wa car. effar xmsuRzzy mni wt 
DO eeocrel ovar OOJ. 1 woadar xt «hat oiw has la so food wa want to 

i.. . Lois calk to Deasaneo. X know wa oill not ba raporeiag or rafamng it 
ouraalaoa. Good adviea co tba aceomay. X asi foinf to forward your IK to 
Lois. Ibaafcs. 
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL MEMORANDUM 
OF TELEPHONE CALL OR VISIT 


DATE 8/18/97 nME2;20i.m. 

MUR 4638 staff MEMBER J. Rodriguez 
CHECK ONE: >p{ ) TELEPHONE CALL >( J VISIT 
NAME OF PERSON: Lou Vendinelli. Esq. 

NUMBER CALLED: (305)379-351$ 

CHECK ONE: >I ) RESPONDENT >I X ) WITNESS >I ) OTHER 


SUBSTANCE: Counsel celled to inform me Ihst he would be negotisiing the profTer. and not 
cnminal counsel Counsel iMicd that he had spoken with his client briefly and that she had 
knowledge of who solicited the two contribuuons at issue, and solicitation knowledge regarding 
numerous other contributions Much of her knowledge was first hand, but some involved info 
she received from another parry Counsel hinted that C^T was involved in the two solicitations 
and in many of the other toiicitairons Counsel agreed to only verbally provide information at 
this time concerning his clients loliciunon knowledge (^sthout naming names"), including an 
indication of which contribuuoru hit client has first hand knowledge about, and whieh info she 
received from a thud party (including an indicauon of the aource). Counsel agreed to call either 
this Fn or Mon I informed counsel that I would be out of the OfTicc beginning this Thuis. but 
provided MAB as a eontaci 

I also reiiersied thai while we accept a verbal response for now. a precise written proffer would 
be required before immuiury could be gram d 


T’TxTJTiT^ 

I - 9 
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL MEMORANDUM 
OF TELEPHONE CALL OR VISIT 


DATE 9/1 1/97 TIME 12;25 p.m. 

MUR 463t STAFF MEMBER I. Rodriguez 

CHECK ONE; >(X1 TELEPHONE CALL >{) VISIT 
NAME OF PERSON: Uu Vcndinelli. Eaq. 

NUMBER CALLED: 005)379-3515 

CHECK ONE: >( ] RESPONDENT »| X ) WITNESS >[ ) OTHER 


/■'/ 

'// 




n 



/ 





SUBSTANCE: Counsel called to inldnn ne of hit client's knowledge concerning the various 
contributions 

20K DSCC (in her name) 

Ms Bradley overheard a convenauon beiwecn Mr. Knmer and anotirer individual dunng 
which the individual asked hdr Kramer if there was ‘anyone else who could make the 
coninbuiion in your place * This individual alto eeplained that the requested contribution would 
make Mr Kramn a member of the "inner eirele* with vanous accompanying perks. In fact. 

Mr Kramer later wrote an uiiemal menu complaining about how none of the stated perks 
maienalized after the eontnbuuon Mr Bradley can identify this individual and his business 
alTiliauon She was not a parry to Uui convenauon. but instead overheard it while at her desk 
neat to Mr Kramer's olTice I asked cauruel if this individual was DSCC: counsel noted that his 
client could I D the individual but did nm know hit afTiliation w.Ji the committee 

Othn Coniribs 

Ms Biadley has information conccnung vartous solicitations by a named panner at C&T. 
This individual was not the lawyer who usually haikllcd Kiamcr's business maneia. This 
individual's only inietaeiion with Kramer was the solicitation of contributions. According to Ms. 
Bradley, dunng the penod of Prop 6 (CamingUBiadley believes 1995. but coniribs at issue 93- 
94). this individual began soliciung Mr Kramer for fund-raisers There were approximately 5-6 
solicits, they were either by fax or by phone She was not povy to any of Mr. Kramer's 
convenaiions She only knows that the individual called and faxed solicitations. She believes 
Mr. Kramer bought a full table for a Core fund-iaiicr She can also identify this individual. 
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Bcciuk of its Icfal tcpRsaniioa of Mr. Knmcr and his coips. ibc Iub had AiU knowiedge that 
Knmcr was fereign, and knowledgt rt: his intnssi is the copy 
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In the Matter of 


Gteeaberg. Tinnig. Hoffman. 
Lipoff. Roaen * Ouemel. P>. 


■EFORE THE PEDDUL ELECTION COMMISSION • f 

^ On 4 1 I 35, ;; '57 

) 

) MUR46^i 

) 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT 


t. twrannuenoN 

‘niepiCT5ntni«ticraddfe»ieiiheievnodponiooofMUR4J9t. MUR439lwu 
gencmed by s /m spomt nifamtsfioii filed by coimeel for T hwnet Knoier i inonf ihaL ■» « 
foreign fiatiofial. Mr. Krimer mede exiensive contribmioB* to Fednal* Rite nd lecel cic cti ont 
during the 1993-1994 election cycle. Tbe mo jprwe nbo diicteied Ihi* GreeBtarg, Tiaorit* 
Hoffmin. Lipoff. Ro*cn A Quentel (‘'Greenberf A Timrig" or ^UeipoDdent"). e law fine 
retained by Mr. Knmer to handle his unffltgjicon maiten. had seticiied aa vaAntkmA poifioD 
of the contributions at issue. Based on this ififoma&on» on June 25. 1996* Ibe CoiBiiiiMOP 
found reason to believe against Mr. Kramer, his assistant Ms. Tetri Bradley, his wife 
Mn. Catherine Burda Kramer, several co rpor aa ons under his coiarel. wtoas FedoaL RRc and 
local recipients and the present respondent. Gre en b er g A Traurig. The CetDousaion took iro 
further action against all respondents except for Mr. Kramer. Ms. Bndley, one rcctpicni 
committee - the Republican Part)' of Florida - and Greenberg A Tratnig.' 


The iMi wamiuiwi alMi rwnaiMd tnrenn«to(t neung ibat m Mldcetifitd Mreideal areacbitw 
« rthtae Drmorreiie Sciwenil C«apsi|n Cemmmrr rPSC^) had leggmM dm Mr. KnaMr Baaal a SS04M' 
canvihuiian ihrMgh hn aswnaat. &vFv«(OrwralC«WMrr«a«aaninMUII4Hl.dMdlaae7, lOHCTOCR'l. 

•I |T:i Thu Officf made ao rfcawiiwmdiiiaru corefrewg the P5CC sr dm at. la fw aiia g Ceaeabalaa tm 
mowwcH Jw wwit spomM fallow ai owiiwwd hy my ti> wfa reu nan dbeeamd. Idail9>3l. IhalawRlgRlM 
ifMo Grreahers d; 1 raung's MsutvcmcM w Mr Kramer's ranvOuiians has pres Mad an labial ladICRian af iM 
idrma) Mfihc <nJ««t4iulies(«msihW Car <h« ONCC tr«ntact*e«t Addnnmai Infanealian la pfcatMly beb^ gathered 
(iirrotvraiing ihii lOmtri) in an> ni ii «W» mn apTrar thai thr MjividHai taticnNig Hus reaihbelian was 
•iMMiffifJ mil* liirrnlMfg ft lisuiig 

ffTTUTiTT 

11 RC - I) 




Cl 


noMIr MM MUR 4)M a M iB anpi *r OmIbI * 

^ ■.■■■.-j .» SMteOMPMCMari 

■Upon rCCR~) in MUR 4m. dMd k«» «. I«97. a M. BmmmTM MHiqr a loch 
aarianan mdi Cimbot R Tranrit. aid a a » na adnantf pngaRM M aaaMiill>' 
aaplaad ponaM of MUR 43fl. da Coaaiaiai aaaRMaMqr caBaMpR Oaalbat R 
Tnari|iaDilippfaaniaaa.daadMUR43MaidlBaMdaiaaai|aiaaiaoAtb<r 
flnn't i nt ol v BiiBii in Mf. Kaaa'o c o anM iea. SroM 

Rccanly. ndar dun mpno^ d* nquaud dianvey. Rapoadai eipaaM 0 
aneiad iiHctcfi ittMlin(dii<inaara da pmeaaapo.* BatdoadaanihMmidaac 
Ima da varioa Rcipina aam ceaucad diainc da BiaaiRaaa k nan ippaut dal 

O m oh Mp R Taurig aliciad o ppt a inaal} SOZdOO R»a Mr. Kaaa. Ilaiipai 
iK oa n andi enaing iae caailuiioo nidi O ac nk c n R Tianig aM paaai for da 
Coamiaion'i approtnl a p a po a d conciliaian apnaca. 

II. PBIOB roam lATinv ttiTiir.tppaappr.a TPaiain 


1WCV 


muja awKmca j wfi t; >< 1 '. w> 


The 0 m«««> a CimORa 4 1 WWW wwM • 

Ml dnatf •ehwwnamaoaepwhKiafnwtatfchfOtftinMaunMah 
an Mdn. KeauRM ha nanMM aw • nwMm wwh aa • 

aaaht>chma..*(f.anMi iii»»..aa..wfanpM.aa.aM 
fwta iiw w aha pnna a«a anwea we a aeeafcl WnltatM 
laliniiiaaanaieaananw •wren'huianaenaMafc ai 

« M twvfl M(mMI 


immtmUwrnmtm 
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tv. ■wnuunmATTOMS 

1. EBHriaBcaaciliaioa«MiGianhai.TnBri(.>MhBB.Lipa&ltaMD 
A Qmri, P JC prior • 1 6iidia| of fnkiUt oar a Witvc. 

2. Approve the ■BdHdcoacaiaiionafiiaBai Old oppnprioa loner. 


LaencoccMNoUc 
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BEFOIIE 'nc rEOERAL ELECnCN COMiannN 


ifc L 



Lipoff. Romb a Qunod. ti al > 


CENEltAL COUNSEL'S REKEtT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On October 30, lOOT.lhcComiaiaaaMciiOlaMcaadttataaoiWiOnnbai.Tnwic. 
Heflinm. Lipoir Raoea R Omnid rCtcoibai R TtBBiR* « ’tapoaOBO ■ cotacaiaa with 
violaien efl U5.C. { 44lt icmRior Ron RopooiBR'tiMKBMal bi (oarihaioao onde bv 

Diofius Knmcr. • foicipi iMiooiL M fcdc iN .— old lacri obaiooidaE R( I093-I0M 

conciliaiioii •citemniL Srrdi«GcomlCoMMr»Rtponiodii»— arOCR*)dfd 
October 37. 1«»4 


AddiliotHUy. 

‘r**— r — ' — ■— “’Tmtr'i nniri bni w ii 

jnd iccommcnOi dociiiE the ttniicr oiibooi fwitar pioccc d i i^ 


Ml lbnmfr'tf< 
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B. ltcaaWnPa'0<‘P»» 

As noted in pnvieta i tpuns in tlus mmtr tnd in predecessor MUR 4391. in his no 
spome iuhn»»ion Mr. Kmoer mggesiB liMt sn unnsmed individusl isso cist ed with the 
Democnrtie Sensinrial Campaign Comminee rOSCC") had tamoed him to make his S20.000 

April -8. |*W 3 coniribuiKininthenameofhissecfnaiy. in\'iobrionof2U.S.C. 544lf. Dunng 

the course of the mstier. this Office sought infoimsiioft coneeming this tiansaction. including the 
identity of the individual involved. While this Office has discovered infennation identifying an 
indi\-iduaJ credited for soliciting four of Mr. Kjamer*s coniribuuons to the Detnocntic Party (m-o 
each to the DSCC and the Democratic National Comminee (“DNCT)). including the contribution 
made in the name of his secretary, the available evidence is inconclusive as to this individual’s 
actual involvement in suggesting that the contribution be made in the nasae of another.^ 

Specifically, the available evidence obtained bom tbe DSCC suggests that Howard 
Glicken. a south Florida fundraiser, was responsible for both of Mr. Kramer’s contributions to 
the DSCC. including the $20,000 contribution made in the name of his sccietary. However, this 
information is not conclusive. In its response to the Commission’s interTOgaiories. the DSCC 
notes that it is “without any specific information responsive to this request other than to stale its 
belief (hat Howvd Glicken may have been involved in soliciting these contributions.*' DSCC 
response dated July Id. 1997. at 4 Aceomp>tnytng this response are documents relating to the 
contributions: however, these documents do not confirm Mr. Glicken as the solicitor, instead 


IkorceninteuiKMii inchHk Ml Krwnfr * April IV9) |20.0P0ceAirtbwiiwi imaiM n ihe nwif omii 
«rcrrt JO t wui VptfmNr 17. IW tl OOO contriSutwA and Mr Krwncr't April 14. IVSms.OOQ 

tiinirih-jiHMiOnaJr ihruggh Vimiilimi (iritwp. Im l«n4 ai«rch |S. |v«4 140.000 ceMriSiawM Tii Uir lUmuciilu 
NjiiihuI ( 


: IXHIIIT 

j rtC - 12.2 
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they ihow nw onkkiBiiW eonitf iwder Che todMif 
csnoibMion Mid *iwlJV" for the S3.000 eoniribuoeft. 

Moreover, there is only limited evidence fefmdnt the Se cp c n 44lf scfaenc. Mr. Knmer 
in his JMO Mpoiue submission, odiile sugeestirte thei the be wii nOTncled by e DSCC ftsidmiser 
to m tfr hir; S20.000 contribution in the lume of his feciciar>- - Teni Bmdley, fails to idciirify 
this individuil or provide detsiU of the cooversetion. Similsriy. in cenvoimnas nfah this 
Office, counsel for Ms. Bradley, udiik notiaf that his dicA recalls fae mUf*'"" fc***>» 

Mr. Kjnmer. refuses to provide further informstion or die idcnisiy of die ftmdcaiscr without t 
grant of immunity from criminsl prosecution. While farther inquiiy of the DSCC Biay clarify the 
ap p aren t inconsistency concerning Mr. GIteken's anribution as the solidlor. becauw of the 
discovery complications co n ce rning the Section 44lf issue, this Office dees not heiieve faai 
cuffictent tune remains within the statute of limitadons period to adequaiely invriiitatT the mote 
flubstantul April 1993 contribuiioo made in the name of aaolher. 

While this OfTier would generally recommend aiaason to believe finding againsi 
Mr. Glicken and conduct an investigation into the two DSCC comribudens. beraiae of the 
discovrry complications and time constraints addressed above, and the fact that the tmuaciions 
St issue took place during die 1993<1994 election cycle, this Office does not now nBc omm cnd 
proceeding against this identified individual or the DSCC. 

Similarly, this Office docs not recommend funher proceedinp concerning the two DNC 
cuninbutmns appartnily miIiciicJ h> Mr. (iWvkcn Unlike the DSCC eomribuliens. the larger of 
these t%ko wumnhutmn> w<fwld not he time haned uniil March «>f 1999 - approahnately a year 
and tour nioniliN irutn now lloweiet. K'cauxof Mr. filickcn’s high profile as a promiiicnt 
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ja nffoR of Vk* 


Gwt'it 


■MMianUi 




impacifitd poiod IB punah afoM paciieipaia and hnuM of te low pnpea ftr timely 
leaohitian. dM ape of the Booer and iha aheady tmciaM laotaiaB concBmiai bD priadpilt ia 
ihia cme. titii Oflleadoaa bb« raroBiBimd toher prnrmlini aw—jog Itmia wm PNC 


T h ciafaia.ihiaOfbciiCBi BB iaB di ihatihBuldlfcaCB— kmonapoanaAtimahovo 
M M. mjn n^aoeeiiiMH ftiwhetpt nrenl i ti p iiilhiailiMIar. h rloao liUti ddlt. Shooldtile 
Commiaaioo not tgitt mth dna aaaaoncnL kia OfKct Rcoaotkii Ika te Conaaaaaan doit 
ihe Bianer ooly at to Greeobng and TiaiBif. 

III. BFrOMMENPATIOWS 


1. Aeeepi Ihe anaehed caodliatioa agramMSI wiib CKcnheii, Tiaarit, HoCfamo, UpoS; 
Ratal M QuenieL P.A. in tcnlemaii of MUR 4i]| and eloae the matitr aa lo dut 
Rcapondm. 

2. Cl0KMUR46}t 

3. Approve ihc apprepnaie Icncnt). 


Iljie ^ 


LaHTtnce M. NeWc 
Ccneiol CoiBitel 

■»Y 

Ivuis C. Lcmer 
A5UH;iaie (kncnl Coimsel 
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Soiff Member Jose M. Rodrigues 
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lli 


r).t«n 


OOe* af lin OaMi ComhI 

99tESmitNW. 
WulMUXia.OC KM61 


MLR FILE 



DMtMr. RadripMT 

wladi VC mpMiriw w At laanparia ni IUE«a* M DNC a ihi 

dii i n i ift n wO BI ItakmiiaMiikakMkMiaaMiWtNimadcenrM 

. — ^ Wta^at*dl*apra*Ma*n*nMWa| 

docuMRU to yn Mdi* Ikt MB aak » dqn. 

piip<w<S^«B^*fc*«»Ct!i!ir!«*«DWC ttinajr wkM 

leoMd. TothtkMlara«kaMM|^aaanaiaiylq<oartf»mC«Mi*M^a«atndii 
dK MiciMioii of tho (HtAaiiBM iaa* Mi. Mt to iMo aqr 

»adtoii«li rf « M lioi i .te y p nn «f— w a wi tfcti— MpitMt— ayciwBPNC 
wmpkiym ikthktmd lawwMfi dfikt ninuMMaoNi MRMMiiig Ikt mUmm cf Iht 

camrihuMm ii ime. 

If you km Mjr duMtiam or and nqt •ddhiaiid MbnoMwitaM cooua Ike 
uadenignad 

Siacadjryeuii. 

^^lei#E Sandier 
Can^Counial 
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Iliili 




April 20. 1903 


rr- VTA miERAL EXPRESS 



AMaMi lU^. WCa... 



C««L WifC..^ 
Mm> M. ^ 

!•*«• N. ««. liM 


Seoitor Geof^ Mitdtell 
c/o Fnaces CctHBiriie 
^ 321 D Street, NE 
*’ Washiagtoo, D.C 20002 


Dear Senator MitebcU: 


Endosed plm Gad diecks loiilliBi PA.OOO-OO collected io conJunciioR wih the 
March 22od eodctaO rceeptioa. There are still remiining outsiandiiu which M to 
be returned and recui and othen to be coUected. I wiu forward them to you as toon at 
pouible. ' 


Sisccreljr, 



MSRMin 
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SENATOR aEOROe MrTCHELL 
M«retl22,1M3 


ALVAREA CESAR 
SraanbwgTrauig 
-221 Bildul Avsnue 
AM, Ftofida 33131 
3O5-57»0S00 


Attomay 1,000. 


3ASS, HILARIE 
3iMnb«rg, Tnurig 
*221 Brickal Avarua 
Aiami, Florida 33131 
57M500 


Anomey 


250. 


EfflOER, JAMES L 
aON.E TNrd Avarua 
^lilaAOQ 

=a(llaudardala, RorUa 33301 
X1»2S«900 

C: 


Anomey 


1,500. 


:aAOLEy, TERRI E. 
371 NWlstSiraat 
laniailon, Florida 33324 
3»4422 


Exacutiva 

Assiatant 


1 , 000 . 


ROWN,IUANA 
'Wl NW KMi Straat 
mbroka Final, Florida 33029 


Real Estate 1,0oo 

Aocounlani 


|3 EXHIBIT 


APLAN, SHEILA 

-2 Poindana Driva 

»th Miami Beach, Florida 33160 


Interior Deilonor 


2 , 000 . 
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Stnaier OMigt Mllehri. March 22nd, aaimert HoM 
paga2 


CEJAS, PAUL L Chairman 

CarsHorida 

TSSONWSMAvanua 

SiitoSOO 

MM. Florida 33166 
aOM7O-1950 . 


CUNNINGHAM, AUCN A. Raal Estate 

68 East 3td Siraat No. 23 Executive 

New York. New York 10003 


CRUZ, GLORU C.F.O. 

Eldorada Tradng Co. 

7290 NW 43rd Seaet 
Miamt, Florida 


COFFEY, JONI ARMSTRONG Housewife 

£320SWS9»iTarraoa 

'MM, Florfda 33136 


OALY, STACY StuJent 

811 Drookwood Place 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104 


DALY, THOMAS III Student 

c/o 32 Simpson Road 
Brlardlff Manor, NY 10510 


1 , 000 . 


1 , 000 . 


2S0. 


1 , 000 . 


2 , 000 . 


2 , 000 . 


DALY, TRUDY 

32 Simpson Road 


Houeewfle 


3,000. 



Ser.ator Gsorge Mliehil, Marefi 22 . Biltmore Hotel 
page 3 


ENGEL, FA(TH Atxauntant 

13258 S.W. lUTetrace 
Mianii, Florida 33186 


FERNANDES MK3UEL Heath Insurance 

125 Gavlan Executive 

Coral Gables, Florida 33143 


'FLETCHER, PATRICU AKjmey 

■^Shapo, Freedman A FMcher 
' ■ite4750 

J South Biscayne Btvd. 

-vMiani, norida 33131 
3C&3S8-4440 


-GARCIA, AKTONiO Developer 

:282a SW 112ih Avarue 
.Miami, Florida 33165 


GORSON, MATTHEW B. Attomey 

Greanbarg, Trauio 

1221 BrickalAvanua 

Miami. Florida 33131 

305-579,0500 


GREER, EVELYN LANGUEB 
2400 South Obde Highway 

“'410 200 

iml. Florlds 33133 
305-6544888 


Attomey 


1 , 000 . 


1 , 000 . 


1,000 


1 , 000 . 


2 , 000 . 


1 , 000 . 
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Senator George MitcheB. March 22nd. Biltmore Hotel 
page 4 


GUZMAN, LEO Investment 

Guzman & Guzman Banker 

701 Bridtall Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33131 


HOFFMAN, LAHRV J. Attorney 

Greenberg, Traurig 

1221 Brickel Avenue 

Miami, Florida 33180 

305-57WI500 


ISAZA, LUIS President 

Bdorado Trading Co. 

7290 NW 43rd Street 
Miami, Florida 


KALB, MARTIN Attorney 

Greenberg Trauig 

1221 Brickel Avenue 

Miami, Florida 33131 

305-57&OS00 


KRIES, UWRENCE President 

Care Florida 

7350 NW S3rd Avenue 

Suita 300 

Miami, Florida 33166 
M5-470-1950 


LANNES, ANGELA P. Land Surveyor 

SSBAIcazor 

Coral Gables, Rorida 33134 


250. 


1 , 000 . 


250. 


1 , 000 . 


1,000. . 


1 , 000 . 
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Senat=r George Mitchel, March 22nd. Biltmore Hotel 
page 5 


MARTINEZ, MANUEL Bookkeeper 1,000. 

43 Madeira Avenue, No. 2 
Coral Gables. Florida 33134 


MARTINEZ, OSVALDO Healthcare 1,000. 

14548 Balgowan Road Executive 

Miami Lakes, R 33016 


McALPINE, M.E. 

3410 Creekbriar 
Houston, Texas 77068 


... MCDONALD, THOMAS M 
■ 8833 NW 70th Court 
Parkland, Rorida 33067 
— 305-73SS400 


-MEDINA, USETTE 
- 5 Star Island 
Miami Beach, Florida 33139 


MEDINA, MANUEL 
Terremark 

44 West Street, Suite 127S 
Miami, Rorida 33131 


Real Estate Executive 1,000 


President 500. 

Kraven Thomas 

En gine er s 


Housewile 2,000. 


Developer 2,000. 


: EXHIBIT 

I nc - 13,7 


MONTERO, HILDA 
1605 Bay Road, Apt 507 
Miami Beach. Rorida 33139 


Executive 

Assistant 


1 , 000 . 
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Senator George Milchei, March 22nd, B3lniore Hotel 
sage E 


MURPHY, UNOA F. Oevetoper 

2C0 Leuc^etvbB Drive 
Coral Gables. Flo9r4ida 331E5 


PUGH, JAMES H. Jr. Developer 

Epoch Properties Inc. . . 

3S9 Carolina Avenue 
Winter Park, FL 
407.644.S0S3 


''EUTED GROUP OF FLORIDA Health Care 

J29 Coral Way. PHI 
Miami, FLorida 3314S 
'‘Contact: Mr. Jorge Perec 
'305-460-9900 


_ RUGG, JOSEPH W.N. Attorney 

' 305 Bonnie Brae Way 
-'Hollywood. FlorMa 33021 


8CHNAPP, MARK P. ARomey 

Greenberg, Tiaurig 

1221 BricfceO Avenue 

Miami. Florida 33131 

30$.57M500 


SHAPO, RONALD A. 

Shapo, Freedman A FMeher 
200 South Blaceyne Bhrd. 
Miami, Florida 33131 
303-358-4440 


1,000 


1 , 000 . 


1 , 000 . 


1 , 000 . 


soo. 


ARomey 


1 , 000 . 
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Serator Georga Mrtehal, Mareti 22nd. Batmora Hotel 
oa;a 7 


STACK, CHARLES •Bud" Attorney 

3S29 Ponca Da Leon BM. 

Coral Gablas, Florida 33134 
305-443-3329 


TANNENBAUM. Of. JEROME Presidant 

Ren Corporation 

6320 cnadotie Pite 

Nasnvine. Tennessee 37209 • ' » 


TAPUN, MARTIN W Attorney 

Taplin & Assodatas 

1177 Kana Concourse #201 

Bay Harbor, Florida 33154 

305-865-5760 


WALLACE, MILTON Altomay 

CanirusI nnandal Canter 

100 S.E. 2nd Street 

State 2100 

Miairi,Flor«da 33131 

305371-2223 


WEINSTEIN, MARK Senior V.P. 

Govammant Atlairs 

VIACOM 

1515 Broadway 

New York, New York 10036 

212-258-6110 


1 , 000 . 


2 , 000 . 


1 , 000 . 


1 , 000 . 


1 , 000 . 


WILLIAMS, JAMES 
5441 Buchanan Street 
Hollywood, Florldo 33021 


Printer 


2 , 000 . 


: IXHISIT 

I wc - is.e 
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Senator George MKctiel, March 22nd, Bittmare Hotel 
pages 


WILLIAMS, JOSEPH Primer 2 000 

5441 Buchanan Snat 
Holywood, norida 33021 


ZIFF, Dr. SANFORD L Investor 

BB 1 Ocean Drive 

Ccsta Del Mar Condo-2SB 

Key Biscayne, Rorida 33149 

30 ^ 1-1009 





IKTERCONTINCNTAl BANK 







IntteMaocref 


) 

) 

) 


Mtn4CM 


-» 01 III '97 



nttnnmtr atmiBm Am inirCTangA- mira 

■0)1 


•dels 


rnw>il.«nr XlHC 

Tetri Bmlley 3/20/93 


Ainaanl 

Sl^ 


For the listed cooirifatttioo sepmtely: 

I. a) StteeiflhecaalribiaMaiMssalKitedbyapeneoaaeciteadiridiQiB^af A 
Ttewif and idmify aD penoas involved io die aolkia>)ea ^ dtasrike Oar 

aubeaodve iawBlvaoteL 


To the bcte of oat faovriedfc. die neqnm amad effeick Ite SI .000 ooteibidioo 
fioBi Tetri Bndlc]/(benfla,lbe~GDiaibubaa*)caaieiMaotvteiBdbyCmiial 
Comnnmkotiaat, a WaOiiiiloa fiadtaiiBd inm hind bjr KUchell to Bna to 

caoidiaatefiiadniaiD(eveBlsoalaide of Maine. RohcstL.Reddna,3t mtoed 

Capiul OwBiBiimeeciotii at die dine and employed Fiteces CioMde io lecotd teid 

doewnetit contribiaioiu from nseepbons. We do no) know if any peteoo atsociated 
with Green berg A Tnwig solicited the contribution. 

We do not know if Capital Communicationi still eaisss today. We iindcntand that 
Robert Reddint presently woifcs as a lobbyist in Washingteo. While we do not have 
Ml address. »« have aeveral telephone numben for Mm; 

(20J) 543-74M (oirice) 

(202) 343-4575 (fas) 


e dit not knuw the w Iterraboult of Fianccv Cromartic today. 

; iXHIIIT 

I wc - u 



bl iriKmolidi*diliitctl 5 fbyGfte«bet|*Tfiuh».idei>lifyth«poioiiwhoioIieileJ 

the coniribuiion and nue ifihoa wai any mcaian of Gitcnbeg A Traurif aa pan of 
the aoliciiaaon or if Greenfacrp A Tmirig had any other im’Dlvtittcm in the 
solicitation. 

As set forth in our ansv^'cr to Question 1(a) ^os'e. tsT do not know if Greenberg 4k 
Traurig had any in>*oivement in the soliettatiea. 

State if the contribution was tnnsmioed from Greenberg & Traurig and identifir the 
person trafismioing the contribution. 

Marvin S. Rosen. Esq. of Greenberg de Treurig did tnomit lo Fmcet Cronunie 
S74.000 worth of checks collected in corvunedon witba ftadnisiBg iwegii oo held for 
Senator Miteheirs reelection campaign in Mianu. Florida on Mareh 22. 1993. Attached 
is a true copy of Anomey Rosen's tnnsmicu! letter of April 20. 1993 plus his eight page 
summary of the names and occupations of donors along with c oimib u lion amounts for 
each. Ms. Bradley is listed as an Executive Assistant and having made a Sl.OOO 
contribution. We believe Ms. Cromsrtie wtmid likely have tnnsmifted these checks to 
Mitchell for Senate in Maine for deposit. 

Attached is a copy of Ms. Bradley's check. There are two haitdwtinen DOtaaiom on *iL 
One is a date stamp located in (be upper right hand comer near the check number 0210. 
The date stamp %w(Mld have been done by staff of tiie Mitchell for Senate fampajgn to 
indicate the date the check was recei ved in Maim. As h is. the date is not cleariy 
imprinted. Also, to the right and slightly below the check number 0210 is the Dumber 
1 7.** This number, or solicitation code, was assigned by the campaign staff to 
that the contribution was transmined from Marvin Rosen for this specific fundratsiag 
event in Florida. 

State if the contribution counted against the fundraising commitment, or any other credit 
or tracking system, of any person associated with Greenberg g; Traurig. Identify CKb 
such person. 

\Ve do not know of any fundraising commitment or other credit or tracking system of my 
person associated with Greenberg A Traurig or anyone else. Ai suggested in 2 above, a 
soliciution code was assigned to contributions reeeis-ed from individual fundiaisiog 
events. This was done so the campaign would know the total amount of comributioni 
received from individual CNcnts and was assigned based on the individual %vho 
transmitted the cheeks to the campaign No individual dnnnr and no person orgmlring Of 
spiinwiring a fundraising eu-nt wa-b ever giscn or Md to a fundraising commlimenl of 
;tn> kind. 

St.iie il the eontrihniMiii levulieJ from a itniJraiMii): oent II'm*. stale flic noine or title 
KiU'ii the e^elll. the d.iie «'i ihe wem the kKainni ulieie the event iiktk place, and the 
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time the event look place. Identify the sponsor of the event. Also, idenbfy all p TOiii 
associated mth O i e en b etp 4 Traurig involved in the event and describe their substantive 
involvement. 

The comribution resulted from ■ fundraising event held n the Bihmore Hotel in Miami, 
Florida on March 22. 1 993. Wc do not know the iponaof of the event We do not know 
of any persons associated with G reenberg & Trmung who were involved in the event 
other than Marv m Rnsen who later transmtned the contribution checks to Ms. Cromanie 
in Washington. 

5. Separately identify and produce all documents, including but not limited to all 
contribution cards, pledge cards (or other similar documents anribututf a contribution to 
a solicitor) fundraiser invitations, cover letters, enclosures and handwritten notations, and 
all other documents, including all electronic copies, versions sad drafts, contaming. 
relating to or referencing each solicitation resportsive to question I. each transmiision of 
a contribution responsive to question 2. each commitment or credit icsfionrive to question 
3. and each fundraiser responsive to question 4. For each doctunent produced iadicatt to 
which above response the document relates. For each cover letter, enclofure and note 
accompanying a communication, indicate the communication containing such doctanent 
by identifying the communication's reciptenL Concerning each handwriiten notnon, 
identify' the person making the notation. 

Tnc only document approximaiiAg a contribution card in the possession of MitebeU for 
Senate is an Individual Receipts Report, copy attached. The campaign*! ^***^ff is 
stored on computer in binary form that can only be accessed by Informix Software. We 
could, at your req'.vst supply you vbith an ASCII dump of the data for this Individual 
Receipts Report. It should be rvoted, however, that the computerized leport would look 
no difTereni than the hard copy supplied with this Response. 

The documents referred to in the answer to Question 2 relate to that question. 

6. a) For each communication not in writing containing, relating to or referencing each 

soUciiiiion. responsive to question t . each transmission of a contribution responsive 
to question 2 . each commitment or credit responsive to question 3. and each 
fundraiser responsive to question 4. Kparately describe in detail the substance of each 
such communication. Separately identify each person involved in the communication 
and describe in deuil thetr substantive participation in the communication. For each 
communication, also state the date of the communication, the time of the 
communication, the Kvcation w here the communication occurred, and the duration of 
the communication 

AImi jiuched .ue c<vpie> oi u Icitet irom Aiiomcy Allred R. C'amner dated March 25. 
I‘»‘n ir;in>nitiiing to I rjneo C'rnmanic checks totaling S25.(H)li coilecied in 
k«Mi|iiiietion vMih the M.ireii ^2. I'lUt luiiJraiser- Attached to his letter is a three page 
wimin.irs hI the iIk-h iscup.iii>Mi> .nut titniribtiium uiihmiiiIs These 
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coniribuboM are unrdtted to ihow -f Tern Bndlry. but ore noneihete aopplied 
here bcetuie they appear to hare been raised from the reme event. 

b) Mfffrify mnd pipducc ail do cuii iB m . including but not himted id all etocmm jjpUa. 
\'eriions and drafts, eontatniiif. retatinj to or lefemong each co nun t aiir a non 
responsive to quefiton 6(a). including but not limited to calendar emiiea. appoisonait 
books, telephone logs, meeting agendas, handwritten iioiaUoas and ti a na cr igas of the 
solicitation communication. ConeemiAceaehhandwTinennocation.idaKi(y(be 
person making the noution. 

There are no other documents relating to or referring carit communication icaponsive 
to Question 6(a). 

7. To the ei^i not idendned and produced in response to the preceding quemioas. idennly 
and prodt^ all documents, tneludi^ all electronic copies, vcismqs and drafts, 
containing, relating to or refcmietng the listed contribution, including but not Usaited to 
contribution cards, pledge cards (or other similar do cum e n ts anribudng a centribtttioo to 
a solicitor), cover letters enclosures, ealertdar entries, appotponent books, tekphrme logs, 
meeting agendas, handwritten rwiadons. and sanscripts of the activity. For ea^ cover 
letter, enclosure and iwte accom pany ing a comraumcation. indieaie the coamnBicttoo 
containing such documem by identifying the comraurucadon's lecipienL Copcenting 
each handvkTinen noudon. idenliK the persm making the notation. 

FoUo^hing are the other documents in our possession reganiiAg the listed comribudoa 

First is a copy of a letter from Barbara Keefe to Terri Bradley dated June 4. 1993. This 
letter reqtiested the name of her employer and occupation. Ms. Bradley's occupraioD and 
employer information are provided at the bottom of the letter in %vhat wc to be her 

handwriting. 

TTve only other documents we have penaining to the listed contribution have to do with 
the refund of that contribution. By Icner dated December 6. 1994. Thomas Kramer wrote 
to Senator Mitchell in Portland. Maine, requesting a refund of the SI .000 contribution 
which had been made by Terri Bradley and suting that any questions should be referred 
to hit counsel. Margaret Aekcriy. at Wilmer. Culler 4; Pickering in Washington. The 
handwriting on the letter other than Mr. Kramer's signature is that of Sharon Sudbay. an 
employee of the Mitchell for Senate Campaign, who made handwritten noiea ofher 
efTons on the refund. 


Mr. Kramer's request was whut the campaign considered a "ihird'pany request.** that is. it 
was the request hy o third pany in reiiim the coninhntion made hy another, li %vis the 
praeiice of MiteheU for Senate in lueh ca»e^ to get .'i wntten requeal for i refund from the 
original tionor Aecordingh. on Junuun IV. rPiS. Sharon Sudhay called Allomey 
Nekerh to reqiieo a letter irnm I em ItrMjIci . v«mlimiitig the request for a refund. No 
W.I» rekCiii J i)n Npnl tvvs. SmlKiv eallvJ Allomey Aekerl> again 


|: IXHIBIT 

I j fIC - U.4 



and wa» told lo contact M». Bndley directly. Mi. Sudbay anmediaiely catted Tem 
Bradley to ask her for a letter requesone the refund. Ms. Bfudtey indicated she would 
fa* the request whieh was receive the nein day. A copy of Ms. Bradley’s laB», dated 
April 13. 1995. requesting the reftoid is attached. A check for a lefvnd of the 
contribution was drawn on April 21.1 995 md signed by Batata Ksfe. A copy of the 
front and haek sides of the check is attached along wtdi a eopy of the Payee and 
Dishumements Report which showa that a SI.OOO refund was made to Ms. Bradley. 

We would note that the chart of contributions (Attachment B) accompanying Thomas 
K/amer's sua spttntc submission to (he Federal Electron Commission dees not indicate 
that a refund was made. We further note that in footnote 22 on page 2 1 of the First 
General Counsel’s Report on Pre«MUR *307. the CMiunission considered asking 
Mitchell for Senate to “disgorge to the United Swes Treasury* the uniehmded SI.OOO 
contribution at issue.” We believe it important to set the rcct^ straight and mfom the 
Commission that Mitchell for Serrate in fact refunded the contribution upon receipt of 
proper documentation. 

a) To the extent not described in mponse to the preceding questions, describe in detail 
the purpose and substance of alt non-wriften communications relating to or 
referencing the listed contributions, both before and after they were made. For 
conununicaiion, separately identify each person invt>ivcd in the communicaiioD and 
describe in detail their substantive participation in the commurueation. For each 
communication, also state the date of die communication, the time or the 
communication, the location where the communication occurred, and the duraboo of 
the communication 

The nort'urinen conununicaiion associated with the refund is described in the answer 
to Question 7. 

b) Identify and produce all documents, including but not limited to alt electronic copies, 
versions and drafts, conummg. relating to or referencing each such communication, 
including but not limited lo calendar entries, appointment books, telephone logs, 
meeting agendas, handwritten noutions and transcripts of the communication. 
Concerning each handwritten notation, identify the person making the notation. 

There are no documents referencing such communication. The only handwriilcn 
notations were made by Ms Sudbay on the face of Mr. Kramer’s letter. 

IJentity each perum who provided jin intomiation uted in the preparalion of the 
rtfsp»in>e> to these and tor each pervm idcniitied. describe for which question 

the inlomuiitin was ii>ed 

Sharon Sudhjs the iiijii iju.il who w..yM be m«wi capable of furnishing testimony on 
me an%wer> en lo each oj the .iKnc t|tie«iMin> Shaom Sudbay provided serbal 
iiiiorui.iinm .Ml .ill .*1 ilie .iNne umv^im.ik .mJ «\niien dtH’iimenK lor qiieMions 2. 5. Mai. 
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md?. BatamlUdtpnvidadvaWiafbmiaaaBiUoflteihoivdnatiaiii. Laiy 
nnwh ■ ii li i irtrr~<~-rr 'nnl~iTi|iiiir f" '* ' — ^ '■*Tii M Ti~ *~i — “ 
poniaMefqaMiaMSariT. F«illi A. Liiwit. Fill ililiil li iB ieipBB«c» 
one iKk iwd by S— or Oiii I Migh I I. SmAmcbid Exhibit A far the 
addroMe end triefbeoe anben af lU fueh indMdials. 

Deted at Perdand. Maiae thii I3ih day of Aafua, 1997. 



STATE OF MAINE 

CuRibcriaad. at. Aiifuai 13. 1997 

Penonally apptait d the above-aaaied Baihan J. Kaafe aad a^a aah la the Bulb eflhe 
foRgaing atataaeau. 

Befoieaia, 
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riMOO Y/SO/99 


rUMM 

• wmmll to| 

wBxr »9, lOMa nf m 


' CorporfttloD 

lOL: mOX. CSJM 



Hr. Bob SAraott 
SuganiXl fixaijTiOfi 
316 ftayal roincLAM Plau 
Pala BMCh. TL 99490 

nr. TMM* Jtraaar 
4J scar Xaiasd Sr 
HiAAl. Sa*cfe« n, 9919»-S144 


nr. YhoM* XraMr 
49 Star taXaad Dr 
Miaai teach. 7t 9919»-fl4C 


nr. Tfiteia XraMr 
49 saar talaad Dr 
nUAi teach, rx 9919tell44 


3003.00 «01 7/09/99 

BMC (30S) S9t«4433 
Mark (9091 t93-3S:9 

39000.00 ao: 4/2t/93 

Baaa (30S| 939-44:: 

Nork (909) 533-:9:9 

29000.00 ic: 4/39/99 

■cm (909) 999-4433 
verk (909) 993-3919 

39000.00 KOI 9/09/99 


erlaotal Vaailr Hadiclha 

901.1 JDoa c. 9xn:.XB 


Dr. Borvjlaa ha. IQ 
901 a. tercttlaa hva. 9r 
eiaar^«atar. n 94625 


■ark (919) 443-9230 

200.00 ROl 9/94/99 


rant a. Haurar. Majraard ate 
•tow 

aoLi irmr cmtor 


AMI D BOimt 
9091 B rnai i ixial Bite 
fart LatearhaU. TL 33909te93 

900.00 f09 9/96/99 


far fhanarMtteal. lAC. 
60'. I RXTOI MaCKf 

nr. I«war4 C. ftedia 


0 aanm 

1 aaa hldfa te Work (914) 439-710C 

9prLA4 vallay. NT 10977-6719 

3900.00 KOI S/U/99 

6103 te lUh var Bom (*04| 976-9040 

teWMatilU. rv 99609-9109 


nr. 9. DavlB faaa 


•o:.i Bte 9«aeh 

Dr. Loa M. fardaek 


IDOO.OO fOl 9/09/99 


X 


94C Bi 99vh 9t 

Mate taoraa. ft 99199-3669 


363> Ifiay^a At* 
teaaa. n 99199-9911 


9961 B« IVta St 
Caopar City, ^ 91929-9119 


lOOD.DO roi 6/14/93 

BcM (909) 999-9171 
wark (109) 940-9944 

t-t: » 

lOOD.OD rai i/D4/93 


inaiBicaiiiDBoiinBnB dnc 0415921 


: iXHIIIT 
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Occopiuon xnpvmapho- 

Employe r - "*^*a^*^ • 

Attribute the follovkin^ pm^nm and event code: 

_i^ajoriiy Tnm- N^ TOOOl __Wofnen*i Cotindl, 

Leadenhip Circle- Labor CmmcU r 

Businsas Roundtable* Mtjeellafiftnm i. 

Fall/Sprine Dinner- Buildinp Fund j- 

Road Shov»- Other ^ 

Tally: Credit Senatof/Challeneer 


' Exp. 
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tM i r y 

■ Mr. tcm tra*rr 

J S Mur laUnd Xne. 
r*rtofiM Group 
If tr*r Xuland 
.> HiMki foAcn. n. 31139 


■t (lOf) SllOlfd PS 
■s flOS) S3t-4423 


TMDxrr 


o«t« 


•olieifor 


PuadrAioor 


WIUTTBI 1*97 tOtAii 0 1994 iDCOlt 0 

04 t« JMouoi taanae Solieifear 

3/14/94 40.000 fC fOSTON OMStOtirr] AL Cv lunrtA 4. Mosoft, tmq. 

3/14/94 40.000 OC OOSTOM PUSIOCmAL CV lUrviA S. lto»»A. S»q. 

3/14/94 40.000 OC PLOOtOA OACStOCmAX. 0 RArvin 4. MOUOA, Cuq. 


PiiaMfAi— r 
Pocor 0 * 4 Mf« 
Potur 0 'Km(* 
PotAr 0’4»«fA 
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Perkins coiE 

<41* f.^MVtrrwttiSvcirt OC MIS%*JMl 

?firm.«w :c? »»?*■*<* t^smmt 

Joly 16. 1997 


Jose M. Rodriguez, Esq. 

Ofliec of die Genenl Cooasel 
FedenI Eleedoa Ceoniitsaoii 
6di Floor 

999 E Swet. N.W. 

Wuhinglon. O.C. 20463 

Re: MUR 46M 

Deir Mr. Rodriguez: 

Enclosed jdeise find Democrtiic Senaioiul Cmpeipi Con u i u t tee 's lesponse to 
your subpoene dated June 10, 1997 in c o nn ection with MUR 4631. 

If you have any questioiis, please do not hesitate to contact me at (202) 434* 

I62S. 


Veiy mdy yours. 



Marc E. Elias 


MEE:dml 

Enclosure 
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DEMOCRATIC SENATORIAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE'S RESPONSE 
TO FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION'S DOCUMENT 
REQUESTS AND INIERROGATORIES IN MUR 46U 


a) State if the conlribudon waa solicited ^ a | 

Gieenbcif and Traurig and identily all perMaa imalvad in the 
solicitatiaa and describe their substantive iavolvemeaL 


b) If not solicited by Greenberg ft TnurifridmiiySMpam who 
solicited die eontribatiaa and stMe if tbcR taw any BMaliaa of 
G reenberg and Tteurig as pert of the solicttelion or if Oiea n betg ft 
Traurig had any other involvement in the solieilMioii. 


Response: 

The Demoeralie Senatorial Campaign Commitice's (*OSCC* or the 
'Cottuninee') records do not reflect any involvement by G r e enb er g ft Treinig or any 
person associated with G reen b erg ft Traurig in the solicilalion of dieae eo n tiibot i ons. 
The Comminee believes that these contributions may have been solicited by Howard 
Glicken. 


2. State if the contribution was transmitted from G r eenberg ft Traurig and 
identify the person transmitting the contribution. 

Response 

The Comminee has no information or materials that suggest that the 
contribution was transmined from Greenberg ft Traurig. 


3 Slate if the contribution counted against the fundraising commitment, or any 
other credit or tracking system, of any person associated with Greenberg ft 
Traung Identify each such person 
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The Comniiaec hei no ia f c miewnii or 
cuo eri bu tioo coomeJ 
tnckmg fyRem. of ny pcnon usoeioled with Gfeeabcfl A Tnarig. 


4 . Sute if the contribution mulled from a (BadniengevcaL If lo, sale the name 
or tiile given the event, the date of the evca^ te loeatioB where the event took 
place, sid the lime the event took place. Menlify the apoaaer of the event 
AIm. identily an penont asioeiated with Greeabeig ft Tnnrig involved in the 
event and deieribe their subsantive mvidvemeBL 

Reioonre: 

From the available iccordi. it does not appear ths Ms. Biadley's coolribtnion 
resulted from any parricular fimdraising event The available records do reflect that 
Mr. Kramer's S3.000 contribution fcsulted from the DSCCt annual Fafl dinner. That 
event is sponsored by the DSCC. The Committee cannot respond to yom reqoeS to 
'identify all persons associated with Greenberg ft Traiaig invoivcd in the event’ 
While it is possible that some membi-rs or employees of Greenberg ft Tranrig may 
have contributed lo or attended the event it it not clear if this is whs is meant be 
'involvement * The event it a DSCC hindraising event IhS is organixed and 
sponsored solely by the DSCC. 


5. Separately identify and produce all dccumenu. including but not limilcd lo all 
contribution esdt. pledge cards (or timils documents aRributing a 
contribution lo a solicitor) fundraiser inviiationt. cover leBcrs. ciwlosiaes and 
handwnnen notations, and all other documents, including all electronic copies, 
versions and drafts, containing, relating lo or icfeiciicing each solicitation 
responsive to each qucstim I. each transmission of a conttibulion responsive to 
question 2. each commitment or credit responsive to questien 3. and each 
fundraiser responsive lo question 4 For each doeuineni produced indicale to 
which above mponsc the document reia:et. For each cover letter, enclostnc 


IwdsMtAOnii II 
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nd note ■ccoopaiyiiii * eomoiuiiicttioii. indicaK Ihe conim mictto n 
eoaamiaf neb d — by idcadfyiai (be uiuununirttion'* necipiem. 
CanGcnnag *—-** hndwiitteD nonaoB. idendiy the penon makdi; Ibe w 


The DSCC doe* not po* *eu uiy documents responsive to this request. 


6. a) For each conununicadon not in wiidni containing, reladng to or 

referencing each solieitadon responsive to qucsdon I. each iransmissioo 
of a contribudon responsive to quesdoa 2, each conunitment or credit 
responsitre to quesdoa 3. and each fundraiser responsive to quesdon 4, 
separately describe in detail the substance of each such communication. 
Separately idendfy each person involved in the conununicadon and 
de^fae in detail their substsndve pardcipadon in Ihe conununicadon. 
For each eonimunicadon. alto state the date of the conununicadon, die 
dme of the conununicadon. the locanon where the conununicadon 
occurred, and die duiadon of the conununicadon. 

b) Idendiy and produce alt documents, including but not limited to all 

electronic copies, versions, drafts, containing, reladng to or leferencing 
each conununicadon responsive to quesdon 6(a), itKiuding but not 
limited to calendar entries, appointment books, telephone logs, meedag 
agendas, handwrinen noudons and transcripts of the solieitadon 
conununicadon. Concerning each handwrinen notadon, idendiy Ibe 
person making the notadon. 

Reip gm r: 

The OSCC does not possess any informsdon or maieriats responsive to this 
request. 


7. Concerning Mr. Kramer's S20.000 contribution to The Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Comminee of 4/21/93 made in the name of hit assisianl, Terri E. 
Bradley, please describe the derails surrounding the making of the contribudon. 
Alto: 

s) Identify each person, including their association with Ihe DSCC. who 
suggested that the coninbution be made in Ms. Bradley's name. 
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b) IdoMiiyMypcnoa 

nd detcribe ■ dcttil teir. 


c) Idouiiy ad i iod uK all 




to all 


mnatieiia, andall cahaf do fiBiw n. iiiel a ding aD dearaic copies, 
vosioiit aod dnfis. ocoiainiat, Rlaiing to or icfacBcag ibe 
copt ri b nlion. For each cover leaer, e Dclo g mt ad note acccmpanyini a 
eonmnnicatioa, indieate the oaoDgacatica toch docoraent 

by idatifyiag the connmiieatioeh leeipiaL Ca ee aii^each 
handwrittea Botaiioii, idcBtiiy the pena nakag the aolatioiL 


BtiP”**' 

Tbe DSCC is witfaoa any specific infonuiia icapcaaive to this request other 
ttin u> state its belief that Howard Giicken ouy have bea involved m soliciting these 


cootribotions. The only mfonnada or materials the Conanitlec regarding 

eitfaer of these contributioos is cootaiiied in tbe doenmena that have been attached. 


The DSCC has attachcH. as potentially responsive, several documena related to how 
these contribebora were tneked and nltimately tefnnded. To tbe extent that these 
arc responsive, they constitute the imly respoiaive doenmena within the 
possessioo of tbe DSCC. 


t. To tbe extent not identified and produced in ictpoiuc to the preceding 

questions, identify and produce all documents, including all electionie copies, 
versiooi and drafts, containing, relating to or referencing the listed 
contributioos, including but not limiud to centributioo cards, pledge cards (or 
other similar documena attributing a cootiibuliao to a solicitor), cover letten, 
eneknurtt, calendar entries, appointment bocks, telcphcne logs, meeting 
agendas, handwritten noutiont, and oantaipa of the activity. For each cover 
letter, enclosure and note accompanying a communication, indicate the 
communication containing such a document by identifying the 
crmmunicarion's recipient Concerning each handwritten noution. identify the 
person making the noution 
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Other thin doemnents produced punuinl to retpiut ito. 7, the DSCC doei not 
have uy icaponsive materials. 


9 . a) To the extent not described in response to the preceding questions, 
describe in detail the purpose and substance of all nott-wiilten 
communications rdaliag to or icfeieueiog the listed coolribulioas, both 
before and after diey were made. For each f.nniniimicatinn, sepantely 
identify each person involved in the contmunicalioo and desciflie in 
detail their substantive paiticipsnon in the ccntntnnicatiotL For each 
communication, also state the date of die c o i iui i im ieatioii. the time of the 
communicatioo, the location where the comimtnication occurred, and 
the duration of the communication. 

b) Identify and produce all documenu, including hut not limited to all 
electronic copies, versions and drafts, containing, relating to or 
referencing och such communication, including but not limited to 
calendar entries, appointment books, telephone logs, meeting agendas, 
handwritten notations and transcripts of the communication. 

Concerning each handwritten notation, identify the person makmg the 
notation. 

Response: 

Other than documents produced pursuant to request no. 7, the DSCC does not 
have any responsive materials 


10. Identify each person who provided any information used in (he preparation of 
the responses to these questions and for each person identified, describe for 
which question the information was used 

Response: 

The answers to these inierrogslories are derived largely from the documents 
provided herewith. Stephanie Cooper provided infotmanon for all requesu. Darlene 
Setter, the Committee's Comptroller, provided information regarding what documents 
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I aqr be rapoosive I 


I deetare vder peaelly of peqmy that the ferefaiag if Me nd eencct. 
EseeolBdaiMy.^ 
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Laura Hartigan Calls 


Ms . NteleC Chamben 
President A CEO 
Axeffl Resources. Inc 
Denver Technolofice] Center 
7800 E Union Ave.. Suite 1 100 
Dan«r. CO 80237.27S7 
Office Phone: 303-740-9000 
Home Phone; 303-770.2113 
Fax: 303.4I8>0206 

Spouse Name Hugh Grant 
Sous: Z 

Mr Lester Crown 
222 North La Salle Street 
Chicago. 0.60601-1003 
Office Phone: 312-236-6300 
Fax 312-199-3039 

Spouse Name Renee Crown 
Status Z 

Mr Tom Kramer 
Owner 

The Ponofino Group 

446 Collins Avenue 

Miami Beach. FL 33139 

Office Phone 305-S32-35)9 

Home Phone 305-532-2319 

Fax 305-538-1020 

Notes Gave I OOK during Inauguraaon 

Spouse Name Catherine Burda Kramer 

Wnrten Total 25.000 00 

1993 ContnbuQon Total 25,000 00 

Invoice Date 4/29/93 

Event AGXiami(25K) 

Sums W 


CeeridcetiaJ leferwatioa 
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MEHOIUMDUK 

TO: Nuicy Jacobson, Hational Finance Director 

Laura Kartigan, Director, Trustee Prograa 
Jane Hearst, Director, BLF 
Sam Newman, Director, NFC 

FROM: Team Florida 

DATE: May 7, 1993 

R£; Florida donors 


The following is a list of donors whose contribution 
to the April 29, 1993 dinner in Miami honoring Vice 
President A1 Gore has earned membership to either the NFC 
or BLF. Only contributions given, not contributions 
raised, were counted towards such credit. 

The individuals who raised more than SS0,000 should be 
included as members of the Trustee program, as should 
individuals who made significant contributions at "partial 
payment" towards Trustee status, with the understanding 
they will finish their $50,000 commitment by the end of the 
year. 


In addition, there are several individuals who raised 
substantial money but did not make a contribution towards 
the event. Their names, a brief explanation of their 
Situation and the amount each raised or gave is listed at 
the end of this mesio in the Honorable Mention section. He 
recommend each receive special consideration for membership 
in one of the programs. * *■ 



■ininuiniBNC"’”’-^ 
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TRUSTEE (raised at least $50,000) 

Marvin Rosen 
Jerry Berlin 
Mitchell Berger 
Howard Glic)cen 
Russ Barakat 
Austin Forman 
Monte Fried)cin 
Bud Stack 


SLF (510,000 contribution) 


Michael Adler 

Bell South (Danny Murray) 

Gladys Csfrin 
Arthur Courshon 

Florida Medical Center • Eddie Oauer 
U.S. Generate (Steve Heman) 

Charles Zntriago 

Tom Kramer 

Richard Machado 

Steve Scott (Nevco Partners) 

Jorge Bolanos 
Jim Pugh 
Sel Haduro 

Hugh Westbrrok (Vitas Health Care) 
Or. Sandy Ziff 

Environmental Sal (David Block) 
Ha.miit9n Forman 
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NFC ($5,000 concribucion) 

Harold Altschuler 
Willian Anlong 
Dan Ashland 
Alan fiecker 
Abel Holtz 

Mickey Arison (Carnival Cruise) 

Michael Chizner 

Bucky Clarkson 

Michele Cohen 

Larry Hawkins 

Bill Crotty 

Fred Estrada 

Max Salas 

Ada Fiedkin 

Shawn Friedkin 

Lisa Friedkin 

Arnold Friedaian 

Joseph Gehl 

Sher7\an Podolsky (Gold Star Medical) 

Ira Leesfield 

Dennis Ross 

Bob Kagan 

Harvey Kaltsas 

Albert Knoll 



: EXHIIIT 
j nc - 23.3 


DNC 4025935 
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Mickie Leonard 

Fernando Alvarer (Mercy Lu Enterprises) 

Mark Michaels (Viereo-Retinal Consultants) 

Soloman Melgan (Vitreo-Retinal Consultants) 

Montenay Power Corp/Montenay-Dade« Ltd. 

Carol Moody 
Williaa Rand 
Janet Robbie 
Helsn Rodriguez 

Diane Sepler . 

Special Coosnittee for Health Care Reform (David Schiering) 
Larry Stewart 
Morris Stolti 
Parker Thompson 
■Maria Elana Torano 
Norm Tripp (Alamo Rental Car) 

Windmere Corporation 
Louis Holfson 
Ric)iard Zelman 
Armando Munoz 
Mike Pecora 
Bret Berlin 
Pat Bickford 
Belin Sabotido 


HONOSABli MENTION 

Tom Daly • raised $20,000, including SS,000 personally 
written. He should be considered a Trustee, and certainly 
will write and raise more than enough by the end of the 
year to qualify for the program. • * 

Bud Chiles - Raised over $30,000 as of this nemo, with 
additional money likely to 'come in* during Che next few 
weeks . 

Linda Murphy McCool - Wrote $30,000. We have listed her as 
a BLF member, but if "teed-up" properly, could write or 
raise an additional $20,000 to be a Trustee. 


Simon Ferro - Raised $30,000. We would like to list him a^ 


a Sir meaT.ber. 


: EXHIBIT 

1 PEC - 23.4 



g DNC 4025931 
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Je« Ctapamn - Wrote $20,000 end raised $5,000. He wants to 
remain a trustee and has the ability to write the 
remainder. He recommend his Trustee status be renewed. 

Jack Bondheim - Wrote $25,000 and gave check to Monte 
Friedkin. He did so under the assumption that $25,000 was 
the membership cost to be a Trustee, as indicated to him by 
Monte . 

Jim Blesaar • President of Blockbuster Video, which wrote a 
$10,000 check for dinner. He need to find an event for 
them to write the remaining $5,000 to allow them to join 
the BLF. 

Paul Cejas - Wrote $25,000 and has committeed to write or 
raise at least $25,000 more, although he is aiming for 
Managing Trustee status and hopes to raise the additional 
$75,000 necessary for that program. 

Larry Hawkins - Raised $40,000 in 3 days! Wrote $5,000 
himself. As a County Commissioner, he has the ability to 
raise hundreds of thousands of additional dollars in Miami. 
He should get him fully engaged by asking him to be a 
Trustee and commit to raise an additional 'chunk' of money. 

Doc Culliaon - As President of MEBA, he controls several 
labor groups contributions nad has the potential of giving 
hundreds of thousands of dollars. He gave $15,000 to our 
event while also giving $15,000 to the Labor Council. His 
Trustee status should be renewed. He‘ll certainly give 
another $ 20,000 prior to year's end. 

To* Kramer - Cave $25,000 to the event. Is the developer 
who will build much of South Mia.mi Beach and iS worth tens 
of millions. Hake him a Trustee and stroke him and*he"ll 
do more than $50,000 for the progra-m. 

Maria Clana Torano - Raised $42,000, including $5,000 she 
wrote. At Biinimum, she will do remaining $8,000 in Che 
near future and should be listed as a Trustee at this time. 


Ill 



DNC 402593‘7 
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Kouxsac 


to: laura larrlov) 

ee: Nancy Jacobsen 
Pacar O'Xsafa 
paOM: trie Cllden 

naXE: Juno t, zt*> 


As wa aiseussad, I bava spokaa ca Tbnass Kransr, prealnenc 
raal sscsca davalapar in Cautb Plerlda, aben Jata tucura coaaalaanc 
«e cba PNC (Rraaar aada a (IS.OOO nonerlbutlen to tba April Cora 
dianar la Plerlda. ) In eanvaraatlaaa I bava bad wltb bia sines tbs 
dlanar. ba bas aaprassad a strany daslra ta Ineraasa his support to 
tba party. 

on frlday. using tba Tbursday dianar wltb tba Vies Prasidant 
as an opaalag, 1 aavad tbs preeaaa bayend tba discussion ptasaa and 
aakad Kraaar to eaaalt anotbar 175,000 to tba party batora tba cad 
at tba year, ba stgnad an and nada tba eonltaant. 

■a baa tba ability ta write au^ aora than 5100,000 and runs 
in waaltby, yat untapp^, eirelas. Lot's sit down snd discuss how 
you can aara fully anpapa hla. 



1040232 
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mat Brie Sllden (SZIMN) 

To I Barcldui 

Detai luaaday, June $, 1*11 1:0* pm 

•abyaati Ibaaaa Xrajicr 

Pmr your raquaac, baira la aoaa baelcdround inforaaelon on Tboaaa 
XraiMr. 

Ifrabar la tba ewnar of %ba borlifino Group, a mmjoc real oaraca 
davalopoant tin In riorlda. Kraaar'o curranc projaet la CAa 
davalopnant of IS aeraa of prlaa raal aataba Is Mlaal'e Seutb Baacb 
araa. (Ba bouftat tba land wltb eaah far tlOO Billion, tbeueb tba 
valua of tba proparty davalopad la $2 billion.) 

Ha Bat tba Vlca Praaldant at tha bpril dinnar in Klaal. Xraaar waa 
a naw playar to tha OMC.at that dlnnor (ba bad navar baan involvad 
In national political fundralaara prior to tba Mlaal dinnar.) Ha 
pava t2S,oee to tbat avant, and iMa oeoBlttad to eentrlbuta anotbar 
$73,000 to tba party in tba naxt yaar. 

oontact: 

Haraball RcAlplna, CCO 

ar 

Llaatta (paraanal aaalatant) 
for 

Tboaaa Rrtaar 

Tba Partlflna Craup 

aai Calllna avanua 

Hlani baacb, flarida 111]* 

(■) ies-S)t-4«]2 

(V) lOS'Sll'ltt* 

(f) leS'Sit'ioia 

eCl Scully 


iiBBiiiiemiinmsmBiiiiiBB dnc 


1040281 
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Twtnt Form for Chalratn WfBighn 

Dub of (be Event: Juae 10. 1993 


Name of tbe Evem: Vice hnidcAul Pnvate Dinner 

Sponsor Denoenae Na&osil ComouBse* Financr 

Conaet: Latin Hanfui 

202.737.3300 

S00.SKY.PAGE 277.1476, 
Locaooe: The Four Seuou Uotd 

2100 Fevuylvaaia Avenue. NW 
Waahifi|um. DC 20007 

p 202.342.004 
1 202.342.1673 


Even: bepns: 

Lau untiJ: 

DW unva: 
depam: 

(poiuble) piognn: 

madewe! 


CockaiU. 6:10 pm 
Duma. 7:00 pm 
1:30 (ipproi) 

7:4] pa 
I.IJ p<r. 

LOO pa (tee eid aote) 
ZV2] people 


Cr«o-. Lon Bertfu. Otncier of the Truata fnpva 
Ikt mw wW Lr eloMf le iht pna. 

Httt: 

TLii u on mfomoJ petenei o( wenij-eime suneei inO oeove »upponejj of Die DNC 
ind ^aoficallr of iht Fns^i'i Dines 

Aoeeidufly. ao profrus u iceeOulcf Hawrrtr. jt u poaiblc lhai DW will inooduce 
^ VinPpeaideotfoTcloMimartiuheocpwu. What ihe Chaiman arrive, wc will decide 
if a propam u aceeaury. Tbuat^ evening and ii mipht be moit beneficial u> the 
the Qairmao ^ead a few mootenu mm ocn of the fusu. 

Lun Hinipn wUl inform uie Cluinniii on oie larei of ihis when she peeu him upon 


exhibit 

nc - 26 


110217 B 



his vhval. 

Please find attached a copy of the Vies Prssiden!*s hhefint. It includes bad^und and 
event nota for aGJ, as well as a fuest list with bit^taphical itetrhn for your uk. 
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ATTENPgR^ AT THT MCE PRESlPPn-S DINNER 
spousa wUluuit aatndini, nama apptcr FYt 

T.hit A 


Dr. Amtrong, AD. Midison, N3 

♦ Trustee 

♦ -Former Eseeutive Dtreetor of Niaonel Relifious Breedeutug 
0 Kaewt Mrs. Gott from his work m'ith PMRC 

♦ Hu buOt a lela&onshtp with radio netwerka anw&d the oadeo 
4 PhD io CoBffluaia&oas ham KYU 

♦ Is sigaificuily contnbuoflf b ihe Preaideai's Dians ths you ue srherinlfrt to mend 
on Jute 28 

4 spouse: Ruth 


Mr. MoiIod Bohr (hlorty) Wosluagton, DC 

4 Minaging Tfustoe fhe will be med on your left) 

4 President of Commuiuemons Worken of Aaoica 
4 O'A gave S300K tn 1992 and hu eommiaed B ROOC in 1993 
4 Hu ma with the Vice Pitodent before 
4 AReeOed White House meeang n AFL'CIO in Hay 
4 spouse: Ftaresoe 


Mr. Bob Borrie Wsjhingae. DC 
4 Ma.nagiAg Tfusme 

4 Senior Vice Prcadeni of GomuaenoU Afbun for Cmnl Eteinc 
4 long erne Demooaae Aipponer 
4 fused nOGK ia KYC. end SISOK (or Pttaulait’s Dinner 
4 spouse. Paula 


lataaBmamiaaiB dhc 11021B 
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Mr. Tboinis Blair Waihinfion. DC 

4 Manaiing Tnutee (be wiU be seated on your hgbt) 

4 eo^loyed at Anenca's Health Plan (orptttaaoon does not use titles) 

4 Is bosoag tonight's dinner 
4 Wrote a check for SIOOK during the general electiofi 
4 Former member of Bush Tam 100 
4 Needs to culavited as a lead eonihbutor 

4 Id 1989, joined in venture %vith K. Boss Pet«. formed Direct Health Inc. The fom was 
purchased by Tbe Pnaapal Financial Crotip to 1992. 

4 spouse: Alice 


Mr. Larry EOlsos Redwood Shores, CA 

4 Managing Tnutee 
4 Preadeot of dte Oracle Cotporaaon 
4 Pnor. was vice preiident of systems develi^meni at Omea 
4 Respunt; Harvard School of Bufineas Entrepreneur of the Ycv 
4 not married 


OkB Clebakcr WaahiagaoQ. DC 
4 pDlidcil Duecnr. AFSCME 

4 Job rcsimed from Krueger's race, wortad on CUassn/CSoic 
4 jus pvc SIOOK 10 the DNC through AFSQiCE 

4 aFSCME was very uunimaiai tn the inaugunl, lending over 100 employees to the effort. 
One of those employees, Terry Rjveor. worta d full &me in your office. 


Naacy Jacotasoo Waahtfigtoe. DC 

* Dimxv of Flmnoe, DNC 

* 1992 Mid Ailuoe Fiume Dumor 

* No( raimad 


Mr. Tom JoUj Wuhiafn^ DC 

* Muufuil Tnme 

* Ten li» pum, O'Caaaor utf Huaoe 

* Forsier Gmail Couuel e Conpoimu wuiun Feid 

* Vc^ don «.tti on Vu» Fnakni uppornd hmt » (he I9tt cuiwp 
0 Early fumoal upporv u me 1992 <arapai{i 

* SIOOK swBdi (he Pioidrc: i Duie 


OHC 1102183 ] 
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Coofrcsnuo Bob Mitsui Waifaiflfton, DC 

0 Tnuute of (be DNC . , . . 

♦ spouKr Doiis Mitsui, who worls under AJesit Hermin it the office of Public Liuson in the 
Old Executive Office Buildint 


Mr. Tony Podisti Wishiniton. DC 


0 Pioident: PodeiB Asioduon. i nuionil public policy consullint ind public ifbin fiirn. 
0 Fanner counsel e Scnuor Ted Xsniedy 

0 Foundint Piesideni; People for the Anchen Wiy, i mnonil non-pattisu citizen's 
oriinuxiion desifned s piouo oonstiaitionil libenies 
o Meaitier; Clinton for PiesOen: Fieioee rrunminiw 
0 Co<h>ind 1991 Gill 
0 JD; Ceeitetowu Iaw. 19T6 

* Bnthff John Podcea u Aiasani so ibe Pnadeat end Sudf Seereary 
0 not mimed 


DNC 11021841 
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TlbteB 


Mr. Tom Bmaabaa, m Wuhtfiftoo. DC 

♦ Tnisue 

♦ Minifcr* Fedenl RriiDOM. Chevron Compuy 

♦ tonf tiflte Democntie sipponcr 

4 fomamcflibcrefiheBLF. iBOviAf upnTnisttekMl 

4 S40K in towtnis 4ie ?icadeot'i Duma 


Mr. Kehta GcJ(a Wuhinpon. DC 
4 Mina^t Tnutee 

4 President, Naaoatl fiducaaon AflooiaoD 
4 Give r75K ttui year 
4 spouie: Janei 


Mi. Leun Eerticu Wtitufton. DC 

4 Ouecior of the Trutiee Prepama. DKC 
4 Formff Membe of Seereary oaeflaon team 

4 1997 Olxnoii Fuuaee Dunr 
4 not mimed 


Mr. Too Rmaa Muol. FL 
4 Bom in Gemny 

4 Mi|or real eaiate devclopo at Miaita. o«v«u Ponohno Group 
4 Ms aQJ cartia 0us ym u me Muiu dmne 
4 Gave hi] voy fira ONC ear.trmuoon (t2SKi (ot the KOiai dinner 
4 Hai oommiBBd addlQonal VJK ttaa yev 
4 tpoux: Kathcnne 


DNC 1102185 
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Mr. Frank Mooit Wuhinpon. DC 
4 Miufing Tnutee 

♦ Picsidait ind CEO. Wuie Managcffloit Systems 

♦ Met with the Vice Fresdem in Ouago two weeks afo with Xnie|er 

4 Knows the Vice Frteideni sad has spoken with him on aevotl oeeifions 

♦ Brought in S175K to New York, brought in SIOOK lo the Preiidenfs Dinner 

♦ spouse: Naaey 


Mr. Scott Pattrick Bethesdi. NfD 

4 Managing Tnistee 
4 Works with Peter Kelly 

4 Was Deputy Naaonal Finaaoc Director ia the ktaadale-FesnsD Caspaiga 
4 was heavily in involved in 1992 campaigB 

4 Saved ie the Cana AdoanisnaoB u a ^edal aauant in Lngitlaiiv AAin at Treasury 
4 Is the Cheimea of tlw PrcBdent's Diana on lune 2t. has been worideg directly out of the 
DKC Finance office finee earty May. will be credited for tiiiiBg dose to S500K. 

4 Parma in Slone. Maaafon, Black and Kelly 
4 spouse: Courtney Qark Pastnek 


Mr. C. Kirk Raaib (prenouaeed *Rob*) San Francisco. CA 

4 WUJ be seared to yoir IcA 
4 Proident and CEO. CoKtere 
4 Lrved in Lann Aaenca for 1 1 yon 
• Serva on the Board of Duncaon for 

niirmaminral Manufaeturen' Associabon 
iodustnal BioTcch Atwrutine 
CbokntEh. Lk. 

Domarwy of Californu San Fnnasco 
4 Serves oo te Beard of Truon 

Coigne Urevnry 
Saa Freaaaco Balki 
4 He it a oew pr oe pu a m mr DNC 
4 spouse: Molly 


: EXHIBIT 
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Mr. Stm WUsao Ch:ca(o. U. 


♦ Will be icued ai your h|h; 

0 Mne|in( Tiuuee 

* Hu a(n(d ubc Co-ebairof the Pioidciiail Oinaer 

0 Will play a nihtiantial rolt ia die vpmdat Chieaio diaaer ia July 
4 Prior involveneat al» witb the DSCC 
4 Spmue: Paay 


fTiaiwtiaw David Wtihalwi 
4 spouie; Dcfee 


maamaumumiiius onc 11021B7 
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Sv«Bt Briaf 


Aanded a priwt diiMr «Ui tfic Vice Picsdoi 
Jne 10. 1993 at tftc Fott ScatoRS Hotri. 


SaeaBBched OVF bhefiaf wrwn tar d milt 



1^117 Eltini 
Kaah Ccifv 
TMJeUy 
Toa Kniaff 
CoaldMcCaai 
Frank Maoct 
It. Seoa Fifliek 
IQfklUab 

Sieve Wiln iGMsaiid ai Urn ommu) 

Rcaa prtaenL YW Vm Oauman and J Uiy i utna avc Masui 

S«IT: Nancy Janataoi. Lam tUnpa 

taMilar ScaOf. Itaanah SpUlmaa (aoi at dtancr) 



mBamaiaiiniiimmiBii dhc 1040291 
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At you know. tt« FOTVS is nvritii m FlarMt ttb •rtak. 1b* UMtuy li flaU aai wOibe flulM 
iaicr today. Oartat ^ao aUt fer a laa ateBOoo daparwt ham Wahlapod oa Ibanday. Ibandiy 
alf&t yp cifia a oe tha ABC Ncwi apaeul. A Haaltt Cat Towa Ball Moadof. TMi wfll oceur b 
Tampa. A PrUay even loacwbart b ba aaso oa maa. 

Joita Kio|. •bo is scbodulbf ba trtp. kas **^‘*‘**^ ban wUl do ao dao far a *aibponan ovtoa* os bit 
trip. Howevm, I atkad if b* eauU gi** >*a aona tima tor o«r mp FfaridiaBa aad bo laid b* boagtac bo 
ODuid •ork ii imo tbo eb Ho atkod tat a prtarluaid liat of mtf top 15 paeplt, wbb ao nunninro bm bo 
could taka can of AIX of ba Ha bbka ban v3] bo a *«nttb looa* aai op ai tbo aim of b* Towi 
Hall, aod ba Pmtdam vUI apad tiaa b bma aa * botdiof loom oiber prior b» or immadiatoly aftm, 
be abow. Tbat. be bbkt m ba bom aboi lof umo wtt b* Pimidnt. FYI, bo orip is bgbu bey 

•101 be Praidcoa to bava mMimimi apaaeb pnp oma bbgn baa addnu to tbo UN a bo a^ of ba 
•oak aod 


Aa Lmm rcquaaiod, I bava lakaa a Arm mob ai oamai far ba pnoniy Iul PLEA5E GIVE ME YOUK 
PROMPT reaction. 50 WE CAN QUICKLY FINALIZE OUR UST. THEY ARE NOT 
FRIORJTLZB). Lai's Arm dmarmioo •bo abcMd ba added or iioppad fnaa bto list befat* vt pnonam. 
I ban bnod to coobioa key brumom Aom Pionda web baotb can people from Flovido. I also have added 
Tom Kramer baciuoa biagi Ilka bn ow|to gm bmi jaanKip to nan writtag boo* big ebadu. aa 1 
provioiMly aapiaiaad m a aoamo 


]^M«beUBm|ar Z 
From (bealb) ( 

^ i>n l Caym b«lb| 3 
TTl^omaa Kramer 
V^Omu Roii fTampa) |0 
^ Caerga Sbaldoa (Tampa) Z\ 

Hugh Wamcoek (haalb) ^ 

(^^Afbur Counboa Aa •« ba ooa wbo dd ooi 


f Anoid Fnadaua (Baalb) 
CtgM mn Bnlm ^ 7 

11 N^ar d Otekan 

12 Do* Maddao 

Bankat ^ 

‘ Adlar g 

'TrHud Chdm ^<2, 


gai aaviiad s Miaou diuek aad wu *ary upem l(p 

Pouibit oMAioaal eamai iachbe ^T i l i ^ SiloiM^algn, Dr. ^^!»d 

Maoado, Bud 5oa. Mama Roaa a. J oe Oap^ Moa> e friad ba. Paol Proapm . Jay Slab. Jim Pwgb 

IZ. II I5 H Z4. 


: IXHItlT 
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Cali Sb«et ler 

CHAIRMAN DAVID WILHELM 


KEQUEnED BY: Tniner Piwnnu 
DATE SUBMITTED: HeicnbCjfi-lSil DEADLINE:! 
DNC CONTACT: Jmiff Smll. «- lav Wtfctef 
raONE: t 7I« i>ri7U'» 

NAME: Tam Kfiiiwf 


OKOANIZATION. 


PHONE; HOT) <1? ?5H 


/Mama#inOn5t7.71l9 


PURPOSE OF call 






muiimmiaaiimmmiiii dnc 1121910 
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Call Kaquon tea Ibt Tnnat >io|n a 


Bsc 

Hm «««M« Hi yMWli.r ri~rtm»lH«IB 

2. IIM AfltwCl^aia To aMButna hla m b icoa a imcivid wia Ot PNC. _ 

Woct (7IT)74 |«ii ICC<. 

tee- wtu. 

11/1} Man Tunloaub To aimuraia him g gay IxolviJ wig ttt PNC. He h» 

aadooid tea ba moM Ukc B miu 1100,000. 

Wort; (f 16) WS-S34I 

11/16 AI8tFao|ol Ioooiaa|ablaiBi U }io»ol»adwteteTiiiaM«Pio}raa. 

I ■ _ dBonfk te Not 2]ad Oloos. 

' WotC: (40T) 665410) 

Moot Mn66)-)tn 

11/16 Ton K/aioa EooourafaMaBaByiOTolvariwiateTnuaaohDfiaa, 

teoafk te Not. 22ad Diaon. 

WatC: 001) in-uit 

Hoot oonsii-ui* 

11/16 no liaia To teak fat kia B te Nov. 22ad Diaaa. 

Hak Mitel IODIC. 

Watt nililH-IOOO 

4 11/16 Waito loor — 4 Tka Qutftea atkad Loun B rtmiad bia ID make ibit 

call. 

*Of| (aim-TOOO 
Haaa (411) in-UTti 



uaurMmmmKsiaaiiim dhc 112190s 
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memokanduM 


TO; 

Laura 


ee; Terr) 


Rtchard 

FROM; 

Eric 

DATE: 

Jnuary 2«. 199a 

RE. 

Tbe Clickca Diaoer (or the VF 


Hevjid calM ihs monuai H« > m apimatic abou ilie preiprca for ant <wdae>day't dinaer. He 
eUiau Ikt pnpk who caa a ii a a d lo kaa arc udl aoU. bui lOdaya aocice waa act eaou|h ume (or nuny of 
them to cknfo mid-oitck b o ii am plaaa aod (ooit to DC for 24 boun. 

Naaiarny. I capUmed to Howard dui ba'II orocr baot oiort ibaa a frw weeks nobcc. But he seem to feel 
tiu these people dui be a sul « aiot ate comimaod as pUyb^ wab us aad win conaibste at the Tivaec 
level or abm. but diry acod 2*1 weeks aouaiini to auke the tiaie available on then schedules 

I have lamd belmv dsose mdnmuah that hr u persuuig. what their previous cofnmiaaient was to Howard, 
and what theu staais a iwhedier they can aoenj. or il aoi. why) 


NAMF 

COMPaw 

ccMS!n 

ESyE IF VOTWHV 

Bill McBride 

bollaad aiht kaiph: 

pfOlp'«CC« 

NR 

Hu previously indicated he wants 

h-hc Conk 

Dane) 

proiptn 

NR 

to pet involved w 'DNC in '94 

Fh.l Frau 

IMAX 

protpccf 

NO 

wans to do tomethint special like 

(ufshTuh 

UcwsHaielt 


NO 

tbs. but needs more advance tunc 
needs a break, warns to help HC 

Saniy ZiR 

ml «< j 'j$rf 

NO 

will cnsider hclpinp above Florida 

larvesOnmim 

Lan( b'wnd Beef 

FROSFICT 

NO 

comma, very close lo Howard 
not laiercsied 

T.aU RiOiasun 

IFL 

FROSnCT 


warns to play'ao deeuwn un 2/2 

B.« Crrvar 

Contoumwee V Oriwr 


NO 

will wriK check for Howard 

boo Crowe 

State Smei Baaa 


NO 

they will contidet. have previously 

Tom Krann 

Steve Wyio 

Eaiiar Curp 

:s»K 

NR 

espietsed uaeresi. but not ready 
this soon 

We’ve (iveD up hope on ihs fuy 
warns to play hr; sure on ha own 


SKam. not at pan of Dad t shadow. 


immamMimiamu dnc 
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ihou|h he will ulh lo Dad ahoui 


Arthur HaUeran 

MAUP 

rOMPAS'Y 

prospect 

roMMrr 

paybif Vi the tab 

NO cannot make the 2<2. 

»5VP IF MfTT WHY 

Howard Wemgrow 

real esat; (inn profpeci 

waaa to help the DKC. thinking ' 
about 2/3 

David Muller 

Summa Tr:b 

50K 

NO prior enmmitinent on 2/2 

Ml Ahn 

FMX Ifidusvtei 

SOIL'IOOK 

NO out of couBsy. S are solid 

Sunlry Kttumaa 


*25/50 

Pottible 

Morru Wcomap 

L'S Bank .Sole 


Bad busiaent one for US Bank note 
ID gn involved 

Jack Maiyiifii 

Boson Capital 

lOOK 

YES 

Jeffrey Siherman 

Plygen 

50K/I00K 

NO KY Board mceong/cannut cancel, 
but S are solid 

Ralpf: Vilrcci 

Arwoi^ 

25-50 

NO out of couniry/prrviouily said yes 

Man Cohd 

Wju^e Secure rt 

25/50K 

in San Fraassco. can t be in DC on 
2/2. be‘s solid 

Jar. Cutnniftg 

LucaJci Carp 

50K 

NO traveling on busmess 


: IXHIIIT 

I ^ ~ 
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Ml Aim 


PMXIndiunm SOK/IOOi: NO oui of ciiwmr>'. S an 



1658989 
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May 27. 1994 


Mr. and Mrs. Ton Kramer 
CEO 

The Portofino Group 
446 ColHiu Avenue 
Miami Beach. FL 33139 

Dear Catherine and Tore. 

On Wednesday. June 22. 1994. me Democratic National Committee will host the 1994 
National Presidential Dinner *An American Celebration.* honoring President Bill Clinton and 
Vice President A1 Gore in Washington. DC. In recognition of your friendship and suppon as 
DNC Trustees, it gives me great pieasuft to extend o you an invitation to attend this special event 
as my guests. 

The event will begin with a coekail reception at 6:30 p.m. and the dinner, feauring alt 
star enterainment. will begin at 7.30 p m. The dinner will be held at the Washington Hilton. 
1 have enclosed an information meet witn more cetaiis. 

Please RSVP to Art Swilkr. our Trustee Program Director, by Wednesday. June 8ih. to 
reserve your complimenury scan An can be reacned a: (202) 8b3-8033. 

Thank you for yaw coetinued suppon. I look forward to joining you for this special 
evening. 


Sinortly. 


David Wiiheire 
Chajman 


Enclosure 


: exhiiit 

I 
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Thomas Kramer 
President 

OUinpus Holdings. Inc 
446 Collins Ax-enue 
Miami Beach. FI. 33139*5146 

Dear Tom: 

On behalf of Chairman David Wilhelm and 

the Democratic National Comminee (DSC), it is my pleasure to imiie you to the 1994 Business 
Leadership Forum's Issue Conference 
in Washington on June 21st and 22nd 

The conference begins on Tuesda> . June 2 1 si at the White House with a recqnion hosted b> the 
President and First Lady honoring the DNCs Business Leadenhip Forum (BLF) members. An o&tcial 
inMtauon to the recepuon will 

be extended to you from the White House and we request that you please R.S. V.P. to the office of the 
Social Seaetary . The 

following day's schedule begins with breakfast and will include morning briefings aiu! a luncheon 
featuring seiuor adminixtratjon 
officials and congressional leadership 

You are also invited to our annual Presidcmal Dinner on the ev-ening of Wednesday. June 
22nd honoring the Clinion'Gore adfrunisiratjon The dinner ts a fundraiser and if you wish lo attend, we 
ask that >ou make the 
requested SI. 500 contnbuiion per seat 

For >our conveniena there it a block of rooms reserved at the MavUower Hotel in 
Washington. DC. (202) }4T.t(jiii Rmau are reserved under the DNC block 

A more deuiled schedule of cienu artf retponse form for 

the conference will follow m me nevt few djvt ff vou have anv questions, please feel to contact Richard 

Sullivan or Fran Wakem 

of ihe Busmeis Leadership Forum ai (2U2i 

Thanks again for vour generous support I look forward lo leetng you tn 


J EXHIBIT 
I rac - 33 
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WashioKioB oo June 21fi. 
SiDcady, 

Teny McAaliffc 
Nitmol FtniBoe Chainnifi 



nc - 33.2 
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rAff6 3 

EIPORT wn 0(/14/94 

uratT ms oiijofK 


CATS un 

(POSTPOISD TO JURE 21) Bialmti Uad«r«hlp r«na • April If. lf»4 
CoatACt Social Office Z<71S( 


ACCEFT AKD NO USrONSE 

HARE 


HAHZ 


Hurvltx, Charlaa (Hz.) 


Kally. four (Hr.) 


HjrJak, Stov* (Hr.) 


Radnor. 111. Harrla (Hr.) 

A 

Tm (Mr.) 


Kaapnar, Hacca T. (JU.) 

A 



Ka^Boc. Hlehaal (Hr.) 

A 

l^rra. Kan (Hr.) 


Karcssan. Httehall (Hr.) 

A 

Ickaa. Harold (Hoc.) 


Xhao. Kaarah (Hr.) 

A 

Intrlage. Chariot (Hr.) 


KlIlaaB, Jaba Jay (Hr.) 

A 



Ki^rou^, Rallla (Hr.) 


Jacka. Ethan (Hr.) 


Klnnay. Jaala (Ha.) 

A 

JaektoB. Ira A. (Hr.) 

A 

Kirk. Jaaaa (Hr.) 

A 

Jacofea. Harry (Nr.) 

A 

Klochan. Kan (Hr.) 


Jaeobaon, Kan (Hr.) 


KalSbc, Pacar (Mr.) 


Ja*oa. 11!. Charlaa (Hz.) 


Knall. Ubarc (Hr.) 

A 

Jankewahy. Joal (Hr.) 

A 

Kacac, Larry (Hr.) 

A 

Jarvia, Seoct (Hz.) 


Kaa^lar. Kara Id (Hr . ) 


Jayna. Edward (Or.) 


Kavach. Carald J. (Mr.) 

A 

Jalln. •<>lLian (fir.) 


Kaaa. John K. (Di.) 


Jaffa Eabarc (Hr.) 

A 

Kraaar. Theaaa (Hr.) 


Joffa Vltfinlt (Ha.) 

A 

Kriaa. Ken (Hz.) 


Jenntan. kabart L (Hr.) 

A 

Kranaar, Jaaat (Hr.) 


Jahnaao. Shalla (Ha.) 


Rttlrwaard. Jaka (Hr.) 

A 

Janaa. Ar.thony (Hr.) 

A 

Kuzez. Anthony David (Mr.) 


Janaa David (Hr ) 

A 



JOMa. C. Oou|Ua (Hr.) 

A 

Udar. Phtllp (Han.) 


Janaa. Kirby (Hr ) 


Laka. Anckeny (Hen.) 

A 

Janaa Jc.. tabart Tiaoc (Hr ) 


. Lanbarc. David (Hr.) 

A 

Jordan. Carolyn (Ha.) 

A 

laaanlea, Dan (Hr.) 


Jordan. Kebafc (Hr.) 

A 

Landaw, Hacban (Hr.) 


Jaaapb. faCar (Hr ) 


Undaaan. DUk (Mr.) 


Jaah.i. (maac f (Hz ) 


Utdnar. H. rhoauu (Hz.) 

A 

Jovea Cana (Or.) 


Larkin. Carrol (Ha.) 




lav. Joanna (Ha.) 

A 

KandaU, Altca (Or.) 

A 

Lavnataln, Kail (Hr.) 

A 

Kan:ar. Ntckay (Hob. (Anb.)) 


laoaall. Mifual (Hr.) 

A 

lapvr. Kaaaah (Hr.) 

A 

U«r. Vllllaa (Hr.) 


Karehar. David (Hr.) 


Iakov, kannaCt (Hr.) 


Kaauia. HaaaMka (Hr.) 


Laa. Thenaa (Hr.) 


Kaup. Kabart (Hr.) 

A 

Lafkavltz, Staphan (Hr.) 


Kaatan. .'rank (Hz.) 


Lafrvlch. Haatna (Ha.) 

A 

Kally . Cathy (Ha . ) 

A 

La^otc. Jaaaa Hark (Hr.) 

A 

tally, .'aaaa t . (Dt . ) 

A 

laonard, THaaaa A. (Hr.) 



DNC 1103283 
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THE FIRST LADY'S TABLE 


1) Bud Sack 

2) Bixban Sack 

3) Ton Knincr 

4) Katherine Kramer 

5) Fred Estrada 

6) Teresa Estrada 

7) Mark JinMnex 

8) Willie Gary 

9) Qoru Gary 

10) Retecci Sooa 

11) Si^hen Sfioe 
Tke FifVt Lady 
TOTAL - 12 


# ABorney. DNC Truiae 

d Spouse. Bud Sack 

# Miani Rol Developer. DNC Trustee 

9 Spouse. Tom Kramer 

« rh.;^. v-.«.*ir«MieMMiBi«(niiiiii'lhe5Mi»liY 

issue of the Herald). New DNC Trustee 

4 Spouse, Fred Eitnda 

0 CEO. FofloEno Qroep 

0 Faroio. Gary. WiOiaBS. & Parend (Uw firm). New DNC 
Tniaee. Mia^ Advocacy Acdviit 

# Spouse, waiieGary 

# Spouse, Stephea Scoo 

# ^*"***t Phatmaceudcalt 


DNC 111633 
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1994 Florida Prasidantial Dinnar 
Donors 


Adlar 

15,000.00 

Adlar, Mlebaal 

Adorno t Zadar 

30,000.00 

Clickan, Howard 

Alanis, Inc 

3,000.00 

Glickan, Howard 

XXbasia 

3,000.00 

Pmrax, Joroa 

Alaxandar 

1,500.00 

Torano, Haria Eli 

Albadaff 

15,000.00 

Paras, Jorga 

All Scats Cnglnaarln 

1,500.00 

Paras, Caorga 

Asblin 

10,000.00 

Bargar, Hitcball 

Astrona 

1,500.00 

Paras , Caorga 

AstrenaZ 

1,500.00 

Orsaek, Jaff 

SacrXo 

15,000.00 

Jacobson 

BalAin 

1,500.00 

Diract Nail 

BaUcinZ 

1,500.00 

Oiraet Nail 

Barakat 

3,000.00 

Bargar, Kltehall 

Barot 

1,500.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Barry 

1,500.00 

Bargar, Hitcball 

Barton 

3,C75.00 

Bargar, Kitehall 

Bauagartan 

3,000.00 

Paras , Caorga 

Baaeh 

1,500.00 

Priadkin, Nonta 

BaeXar 

5,000.00 

Bargar. Hitcball 

Bandhaia 

35,000.00 

Priadkin . Nonta 

BarsT/ni 

1,500.00 

Crotty, Bill 

Bar any 1 

1,500.00 

. crotty, Bill 

Barqar 

5,000.00 

Bargar, Hitcball 

Bamillo. Ajaall 

30,000.00 

Clickan, Howard 

Billard 

100.00 

Diract Hall 

Blotkar 

1,500.00 

Oraack, Jaff 

Bioaaar 

15,000.00 

Bargar, Hitcball 

Bond 

15,000.00 

Boaan, Harvin 

Brin 

1,500.00 

Paras, Caorga 

Browar 

0.00 

(Sullivan) 

Burr 

15,000.00 

Bargar, Hitcball 

Buebaa 

1,500.00 

Paras, Caorga 

Cardoso 

3,000.00 

Paras , Caorga 

Cara Florida 

10,000.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Caray 

15,000.00 

Bargar, Hitcball 

Casaal 

1,500.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Cavanauqb 

1,500.00 

Paras, Caorga 

ea)aa 

5,000.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Ca)as2 

10,000.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Chapman 

15,000.00 

Stack, Bud 

Chaviane 

5,000.00 

Bargar, Hitcball 

China Pavallien 

5,500.00 

Ying, Nalson 

China Pavllon 

1,500.00 

Ting, Nalson 

China Pavilon 

3.000.00 

Ying, Nalson 

Chisholm 

1,500.00 

Paras , Caorga 

City National 

15.000.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Clarkson 

3,750.00 

Bosan, Harvin 

Clavaro 

3,000.00 

Torano, Haria Eli 

Claanco 

3.000.00 

Paras, Caorga 

Collins 

1,500.00 

Priadkin, Monta 


mimtiiBiiiiiittiiiiassmitt dhc ii 
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Collin* 

13,500.00 

Friadkin, Honte 

Conklin 

1,500.00 

Sarqar, Hitebell 

Conn 

100.00 

Torano, Maria Siena 

Cofin3 

400.00 

Torane, Marie Elena 

Conner 

300.00 

Direct Mail 

Consul^Toeb 

1,500.00 

Feres, caorge 

Ceurohen 

10,000.00 

Courebon, krthur 

Qrovon 

1,000.00 

Torano, Maria Clana 

cravonS 

500.00 

Torano, Maria Elana 

crotty 

1,500.00 

crotty. Bill 

&otty2 

1,500.00 

crotty. Bill 

cunningo 

3,000.00 

Fares, Jorge 

Cunin9s 

100,000.00 

Clieken, Bowerd 

current Buildort 

15,000.00 

Feres, Jorge 

Daoeal 

3,000.00 

Beeen, Mervin 

Davie 

750.00 

Crevee, Bieberd 

Oocare 

500.00 

Direct Meil 

Dai Rio 

1,500.00 

Berger, Mltebeli 

Delta Shoe Croup 

1,500.00 

Feres, Jorge 

Dockery 

1,500.00 

Feres, Jorge 

Donoboe 

5,000.00 

Berger, Mitchell 

Edelaan 

3,000.00 

Feres, George 

bigineerinq 4 Cenetr 

25,000.00 

Ferker, KJ 

Eetxada 

100,000.00 

Toreno, Herie Elene 

Fanjul 

55,000.00 

Fenjul, klfoneo 

farmer 

5,000.00 

Gleeeen, Cerey 4 McKowen 

faaeall 

1,500.00 

Friedmen, Arthur 

felaa 

25.00 

Direct Meil 

Peiaa 2 

25.00 

Direct Mall 

Peldenkrale 

1,500.00 

Toreno, Maria Elena 

femandai 

1,500.00 

Bargar, Mitehall 

femandet-Haar 

1,500.00 

Cloeaon, Cerey 

Farrell 

15,000.00 

Stack, Bud 

r la Ida 

1,500.00 

Barger, Hltchall 

Figueroa 

4,500.00 

Feres, Caorga 

fine 

500.00 

Fares. Jorge 

firet Union 

5,000.00 

Fares, George 

fiaeal funding 

10,000.00 

Clieken, Howard 

floora 4 italli 

3,000.00 

Faros, George 

Florida Service 

1,500.00 

Paras, George 

Florida Teacbinq 

5,000.00 

Friadkin, Monte 

Fermenl 

1,000.00 

Berger, Mitchell 

Fecmani 

1,000.00 

Berger, Mitchell 

formani 

1.500.00 

Berger, Mitchell 

Forman4 

1.000.00 

Berger, Mitchell 

FormanS 

3.500.0* 

Berger, Mitchell 

Foraani 

I. 000. 00 

Berger, Mitchell 

Forean? 

1.000.00 

Berger, Mitchell 

Fortun 

1.500.00 

Feres , Jorge 

pried 

1.500. 00 

Peres, Jorge 

Friedkin 

a. 500 . 00 

friedkin, Honte 

Friedkin 

50.000.00 

rriekin, Monte 

Friedkin Induetriee 

1.500.00 

Friedkin, Monte 

Friedman 

10.000.00 

Friedmen, Arnold 
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rri«d«on 

S. 000,00 

Boaan, Marvin 


rry 2 

3,000.00 

Paras, Caerga 


SBTchar 

1,SOO.OO 

Oiract Hail 


C&rdonsky 

100.00 

Olraet Mail 


6«ry 

3,000.00 

Gliekan, Howard 


c«tu 

7,300.00 

Bargar, Mitehall 


6il2«r 

3,000.00 

Courahon, Arthur 


Gohd 

10,000.00 

Gliekan 


Goldberg 

3,000.00 

Onaelicitad 


GoldMiar 

1,300.00 

Paras, Jorga 


Goph«r Tjrust 

1,300.00 

Gravas, Biehard 


Gessan 

30,000.00 

Desoratx , Bath 


cravas 

1,300.00 

Gravas, Biehard 


Gray* Hanria 

1,300.00 

Friadkin, Nonta 


Griffin 

1,800.00 

Glaaaon, Caray 4 

MeXowan 

Crody 

1,300.00 

Sink, Xlax 


Harrington 

13,000.00 

Gliekan, Boward 


Barrington2 

13,000.00 

Gliekan, Howard 


Barrin^on) 

15,000.00 

Gliekan, Howard 


Karris 

1,000.00 

Courahon, Arthur 


Hart 

13,000.00 

Bargar, Mitehall 


Hattaway 

300.00 

erotcy. Bill 


Havorfiald 

3,000.00 

Gliekan, Howard 


Haanatar 

3,000.00 

Boaan, Marvin 


Handon 

3,000.00 

Glaaaon, Caray t 

MeXowan 

Harts 

100.00 

Diraet Mail 


HodXin 

3,000.00 

Paras, Jorga 


Holts 

4,000.00 

Boaan, Marvin 


Horlson Laatlng 

3,000.00 

Bargar, Mitehall 


Xntarior Group 

1,300.00 

Paras. Jorga 


Xntamal Madlelna 

1,000.00 

Bargar, Mitehall 


Xntamational 

13.000.00 

Gliekan, Howard 


ZTA Hanagaaant 

3,000.00 

Bargar, Mitehall 


J. Valiants Painting 

1,300.00 

Paras, Caorga 


Jiainat 

30.000.00 

Boaan, Marvin 


Jiainatl 

30.000.00 

Bosan, Marvin 


Jo&annaaan 

1,300.00 

Orsack, Jaff 


jw Harris 

1.300.00 

Paras, Caorga 


Kagan 

3,000.00 

Bargar, Mitehall 


XaganS 

1,300.00 

Bargar, Mitehall 


xatt 

1,300.00 

Barakat, Buss 


KaitA 

3,000.00 

Stack, Bud 


kraaar 

40,000.00 

Bosan, Marvin 


Xraaara 

40.000.00 

Gliekan, Bovard 


tana 

33.000.00 

Boaan, Harvin 


tarson 

1,300.00 

Baesko, Buch 


Lavama 

1.000.00 

Bargar, Mitehall 


Lavamia 

1. 000. 00 

Bargar, Mitehall 


taasf laid 

10.000.00 

Dosorats, Bath 


taasfialdS 

30.000.00 

Dosorats, Bath 


Lavin 

1,300.00 

Boaan, Marvin 


tavlna 

1,300.00 

Ziff. Sanford 


Lorraina Tvaval 

1.300.00 

Torano, Maria Elena 

Lousiat 

1,000.00 

Paras, Jorga 
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Lovftlady 

1.500.00 

Paras, Caorge 

Z.ueib«lla 

1,000.00 

Bargar, Mitchell 

Mtduro Traval 

15,000.00 

Gliekan, Howard 

Kandclion 

1,500.00 

Bargar, Kltcball 

Handlar 

1,500.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Map construction 

1,500.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Marcus 

1,500.00 

Courshon , Arthur 

Marcus2 

1,500.00 

Ceursbon, Ax^ur 

Maxquatts Maalty 

2,500.00 

Bargar, Hitchall 

MaukS 

15,000.00 

Bosan, Marvin 

HcCovan 

1,500.00 

Glaaaon, Car ay 6 KcXow. 

HcHilian 

1,500.00 

Bargar. Nltchall • 

Madina 

15,000.00 

ftoaan, Marvin 

Malgan 

15,000.00 

Parrev Simon 

Hsndal 

1,000.00 

tiff, Sandy 

Hiaai Motor 

•,500.00 

Gliekan, Howard 

Kiehala « Partnars 

1,500.00 

Paras, Caerga 

Mor9an 

1,500.00 

Torane, Maria Elana 

Hoskowits 

1,500.00 

Bargar, Hitchall 

Noskowita 

1,000.00 

Bargar, Hitchall 

Munson 

1,500.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Murphy 

15,000.00 

Boaan, Marvin 

Murrow 

1,000.00 

Gliekan 

Hyeon Corp. 

1,500.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Mahaad 

1,000.00 

Boaan, Marvin 

National Cara 

5,000.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Natura May 

750.00 

Paras, Jorga 

MCk FAC 

5,000.00 

Priadkin, Monts 

Olympia conatr 

1,500.00 

Gliekan, Howard 

oranga FAC 

1,000.00 

Priadin, Monts 

Orlts 

1,500.00 

Paras, Jorga 

oraack 

1,500.00 

Paras, Gaorga 

Ovarton 

15,000.00 

Priadkin, Honta 

Owans 

750.00 

Cravas, Richard 

Fallay 

1,000.00 

Reaan, Marvin 

Fala Baach taacnara 

1,000.00 

Priadkin, Monte 

Fannu 

1,000.00 

Oraaek, Jaff 

Farklalgh Apartaants 

5,000.00 

Bargar, Hitchall 

Patipa 

1,000.00 

Halgan, Salomon 

PCA 

4,500.00 

Priadkin, Mont# 

Paddia 

1.500.00 

Priadkin, Honta 

Paleo Profassiona* 

1,500.00 

Paras, Jorga 

Paras 

1,500.00 

Bargar, Hitchall 

Pino 

1,500.00 

Terano, Maria Elena 

Podolsky 

1,000.00 

Bargar, Kitehall 

Poa 4 Brevn 

1 , 00 c . 90 

Priadkin, Honta 

Portar 

15,000.00 

Gliekan, Bevard 

Prayar* HcClandon 

15,000.00 

Gliekan, Howard 

Pugh 

10. 000.00 

Stack, Bud 

B. Palacios 

15.000.00 

Gliekan, Boward 

Bankin 

1.500.00 

Claaaon/NeBewan/Cravaa 

Bay 

1,500.00 

Zixr, Sanford 

Baa Vi 11 

500.00 

Torane, Maria Elana 

Bales 

1,500.00 

Gliekan, Howard 
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BanJc 

25.000.00 

Parma. Jorga 

ItaXatftd S«rvic«s 

1,500.00 

p«rms, Gaerga 

Rashaftlci 

3.000.00 

Barger. Mitehall 

Uchsan 

1.000.00 

Bargar. Nitchall 

Boa 

1. 500.00 

Gravao. Richard 

llogar Bright 

1.500.00 

Friadkin. Monta 

Reinan 

5.000.00 

Bargar. Kitcball 

RoizBan2 

10.000.00 

Bargar. Hitchall 

Rellar 

300.00 

Direct Mail 

Roaan 

IS. 000. 00 

Reaaa. Marvin 

Rubin 

3.000.00 

Paraa. Jorga 

Salaaar 

1.000.00 

Bargar. Kitcball 

Savits 

1.500.00 

Gliekan. Reward 

Scharlin 

1.500.00 

Paraa. Gaerga 

SCQttl 

100.000.00 

Bargar. Kitcball 

seect2 

15.000.00 

Bargar. Hitchall 

Saafieprasa 

15.000.00 

Gliekaa, Reward 

ShapiM 

1.500.00 

Reaaa. Marvin 

Shape 

30.000.00 

Gliekan. Reward 

Shaidon 

3.000.00 

Friadkin. Renta 

Shlh 

1.500.00 

Grahaa. Bob 

Shttferd 

3.000.00 

Glaaaen. Caray & MeXowan 

Siaen 

3.000.00 

Friadkin, Kenta 

Sink 

1.500.00 

Sink, Alax 

Skally 

15.000.00 

Friatean. Arnold 

Saith 

325.00 

Bargar. Mitehall 

Salth For Cengraaa 

3.000.00 

Oaknown 

Soinlk 

1.000.00 

Bargar, Hitchall 

Southam Prepartiaa 

5.000.00 

Bargar, Hitchall 

Spalding 

1.500.00 

Zif£. Sanford 

Spilla, Candala 

1.500.00 

Terano. Maria Clana 

Stainar 

25.000.00 

Friadkin. Monta 

Swann 

10.000.00 

Unknown 

Swasy 

1.500.00 

Bargar. Hitchall 

Taaenara Aaaeeiatien 

500.00 

Friadln. Monta 

Taitalhaua 

15.000.00 

Gliekan. Reward 

Thlrar 

3.000.00 

Oraaek. Jeff 

Terano 

15.000.00 

Terano. Marla Elena 

Teranoa 

15.000.00 

Terano. Maria Blana 

Terano) 

i« 500.00 

Terano. Maria Elana 

tomille 

3.500.00 

Friadkin. Monta 4 Sheldon 

Temilla) 

3.500.00 

friadkin, Monta 4 Shaidon 

traiM and Rahab 

3,000.00 

Oraaek. Jeff 

trawal oapat 

3.500.00 

Bargar. Mitehall 

Tripp 

1.500.00 

Bargar. Mitehall 

•.'•mar 

1.500.00 

Glaaaen, Caray 4 HcRowan 

UFf-PAC 

500.00 

Friadkin, Monta 

unfaldar 

3.000.00 

Friadkin, Monta 

United Surgical 

3.000.00 

Oraaek, Jeff 

Urban Conatrwetien 

15.000.00 

Gliekan, Beward 

vaivarda 

1. 000.00 

Bargar, Hitchall 

vanea 

3.000.00 

Paras. Gaerga 

Tiara Coapany 

15.000.00 

Tiara 

Maekanhut 

22.000.00 

Gliekan , Boward 
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waters 

Web Ssrvica 

Wsinbargar 

Halner 

Nsinstain 

Willis Sbav 

Wilson 

wins Spirits 

wolfs 

Wuligsr 

Tsnss 

Yanssl 

yarkin 


Ysanan 

Yinw 


titt 


3,000.00 tergsr, Mitehsll 

3,000.00 Psrss, Csorqs 

15,000.00 Wsintoorgor, Barry 
3,000.00 Boros, Gooses 

1,500.00 Borgor, Kiteholl 

15,000.00 ClicJcoa, Boward 

ISO. 00 Boros, Osorgo 

15.000. 00 Briodkin, Monts 

1.500.00 Boros, Jorgo 

25.000. 00 Priodkin, Monts 

0,000.00 Borgor, Mitehsll 

1.800.00 Borgor, Mitehsll 

3,000.00 Biff, sandy 

1.500.00 Barokat, Muss 

4.500.00 YiJig, Malaen 

3,000.00 Biff, Sanford 


Vstal Hsaoy Xa Baadi Os,isa*000.00 


I 

i 
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Invoice Datef 
Managing Truatcea 

Mr. Ian M. Cunminga 

Payment on Pledge: March IS, 19#4 

1994 Written: 100,000.00 

Mr. 

Richard A. Hayward 
Chairman 

Maahantucket Pequot Nation 
Payment on Pledge: March 14, 1994 

1994 Written: 100,000.00 Written 

1993: 100,000.00 

Mr. Hark Jiminez 

Future Tech International Ine. 

Payment on Pledge: March 10, 1994 

1994 Written: 

100,000.00 

Hr. Alfred Catrada 

Payment on Pledge: February IS, 1994 

1994 Written: 100,000.00 Written 1993: 

S, 000.00 

Hr. Harold Nix 

Harold Nix i Aaaoeiatea 

Payment on Pledge: February 1C. 1994 

1994 Written: 100,000.00 


Hr. 

Trunmn Arnold 

President, Chairman o! the Board and CBC 
Truman Arnold Companies 
Payment on Pledge: February 9, 1994 
1994 Written: 

100,000.00 

Hr. Oscar Wyatt 

eeo 

The Coastal Corporation 

Payment on Pledge: February 9. 1994 

1994 Written: lOO.OCC.OC 

Mr. Paul Montrone 

Fisher Scientific Internationa; 

Payment on Pledge: February 9. ;994 
1994 Written: 120.SC:.CC 

Written 1993: 

40. 000.00 


Mr. Robert 
Manager of 
ARCO 

Payment on 
1994 

Written: 


L. Nealy 

Federal Goverrjrer.t 
Pledge: Febiuary 
100.3SO.00 


kv.ations 

e. 
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Hr. Vayn« Maud 

Sanier Mrtnar 

Maud, Horgan, and Quinn 

rayaant on Fladga: fabruary 6, 199< 

1994 

Vrlttan: 100, 000.00 


Dr. Stavan M. Scott 
Charraan and CKO 
Costal Malth Cara Group 
Payaant on Pladga: Fabruary 4, 1994 
1994 

Vrittan: 100,000.00 

Hr. John J. Hoeras 

Praaidant 

JKX Ineorporatad 

Payaant on Pladga: January 22. 1994 

1994 Hrittan: 

100,000.00 

Hr. Alan I. Xligaraan 
Chairman and Cto 
Akphataa 2ne. 

Payaant on Pladga: January 19. 1994 

1994 Vrittan: 

100 , 000.00 

Mr. Harvin Oavia 
Praaidant 

The Davit Conpaniaa 

Payaant on Pladga: Daeaiebar 11. 1991 
Written 1991: 100.000.00 


Hz. Hilan Panic 
President 

ICti Pharmaceuticals Ins. 

Payment on Pledge: December 11. 1991 
Written 1993: 100. 000. OC 

Or. Bob 

Cltint 

CEO 

Integrated Health Services 


Payment on Pledge: December 1. 1991 

Written 1991: 115.00C.C: 

Hr. Carl H. Lindner 
President 

American Finaneial Corperaticr. 

Payment on Pledge: Deeecsber ;. 194* 

Written 1993: 290.000.:.* 

Mr. Pnil stout 
Stout 

Croup Limited 

Payment on Pledge: Dccembe; 

1994 Written: Writtrr. 100.000.00 

Hr. Dirk Eiff 
Chairman Emeritus 
2iff Cofimunieations 

Payment on Pledge: Decenvbe; 14. 1993 
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Written 1»92; 100,000.00 

Mr. Sj.dn*y J- Shelnberg 
Mr«. Lorraine Sheinberg 
c/o Price Waterhouse 
PayMnt on Pledge: Novenber 1993 

Written 1993: 100,000.00 

Mr. Steven 
Spielberg 

e/o Srealauer, Jaeobaen, SutJMn, and Chapeuin 
Paynent on Pledge: Noveaber 17, 1993 

Written 1993: 100,000.00 


Mr. 

Jeffrey Katxenberg 
ChairBan 

Walt Oianey Studies 

Payaent on Pledge: Noveaber 13, 1993 
Written 1993: 100,000.00 


Mr. Steven C. 

Tiaeh 

Payaent on Pledge: Noveaber 10, 1993 
Written 1993: 100,000.00 


Hr. Dwayne O. Andreaa. Jr. 

Chairman 
Archer Daniels 
Midland Ceapany 

Payment on Pledge: October 21, 1993 

Written 1993: 210,000.00 


Mr. Bruce Stern 
President and CCO 
SWAT 

Incorporated 

Payment on Pledge: Septeaber 3t. 1993 
Written 1993: 100,000.00 


Mr. Walter Kaye 

Payment on Pledge: Septeaber 

20, 1993 

1994 Written: 230.00 Written 1993: 


Mr. Willies Brandt. Jr. 

President 
Development 
Specialists, «*ic. 

Payment on Pledge: August 1C, 1991 

1994 Written: 33,000.00 Written 1993: 


Mr. 

Peter Morton 
Chairman and Founder 
Hard Keek Aiseriea 

Payment on Pledge: July :<>«j 

Written 1993: 100, 000. OC 


Hr . Ken 
Burkle 

Managing Partner 
Yucaipa Companies 

Payment on Pledge: July 13. 1993 

Written 1993: 103,000.00 


104,939.44 


90,000.00 
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Mr. David Gaff an 

rayMHt on Pladga: July 13, 19P3 

Vnttan 1993: 100.000.00 

MX. Villiam S. Laraeh 

Milbarg. Vaxaa, Barahad. Spaehtria. 

and taraeh 

PayMnt on riadga: July 13, 1993 

Writtan 1993: 150.000.00 

Mr. Waltar H. Shoranatain 
Chaixnan 
Tha Shoranatain 
Coaipaniaa 

Payatant on Pladga: July 13. 1993 

Writtan 1993: 110,000.00 

Mr. rinn H. w. Caaparaan 
CEO 

Banaficial Corporation 

Paymant on Pladga: Juna 21, 1993 

writtan 1993: 2<5, 000.00 


Dr. Banjaakin Amatrong 
Praaidant 

Madiaen Breadcaating 
Company 

Payawnt on Pladga: Juna 25. 1993 

1994 writtan: 250.00 Writtan 1993: 

Mr. Dannia Bakka 
Praaidant 

Tha ACS Corporation 

Paymant on Pladga: May 2^, 1993 

Writtan 1993: 110. 000. OC 

Mi. Daniaa Aich 
Zaram Inc. 

Paymant on Pladga: Hay 2i. 1993 

1994 writtan: 2.900.0C W;;ttar. :«^93: 


Mr. Patar w. May 
owe 

Corporation 

Paymant on Pladga: May 1. 199) 

writtan 1993: 110. 000. OC 

Mr. Boy Furman 
Furman Sals, ine. 

Paymant on 

Pladga: April 15. 1993 

Writtan 1993: 100,000. C.' 


Mr. Caorga c. Noreroaa. li: 

Chairman and CCO 
Kaystona National Company. 

Ine . 

Paymant on Pladga: Apn; :t. :*>•.- 

Written 1993: lOO.OOC.c: 

Ms. Ann C. Sheffar 

Paymant on Pladga: April 

Writtan 1993: 100. 000. C: 


300,000.00 


105,000.00 


Alfred k. Piarea. Caq. 
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MyMnt on Mod^o: Hny 5, 1>M 

Vritton l»f3; 100,000.00 

Hr. VilliM D. Rollniek 
Hs. Nancy Slliaen 

raywnt on riod«o: Hay 7, 1993 

Vritton 1993: 109,000.00 

Hr. Joffroy 
Hirahbor« 

Diroetor of cowarn— nt Mlationa 
emat 4 Tounc VAC 

Vay—nt on Vlodga: January 12, 1993 

1994 Mritcon: 250.00 

Written 1993: 115,000.00 

I50,000>999,999 Oonora 

David r. Hullor Vli.O. 

Vrosidont 

Siaaut Toehnolowy Xnc. 

Vay—nt on Vlodga: 

Hareh 17, 1994 

1994 Written: 50,000.00 

Hr. Vaul Tudor Jonaa 

Tudor Xnveat— nt Corporation 

Vay—nt on Vledoe: Harch 7, 

1994 

1994 Written: 50,000.00 Written 1993: 40,000.00 

Hr. Abrahaa 0. Goa— n 
CCO 

The Hediplax Croup 
Vay—nt on 

Vladca: Hareh 7, 1994 

1994 Written: 50.005.00 

Hr. Too Kra— r 
CCO 

The Vertetiho Croup 

Vay—nt on Vledoa: Harcn 4. 

1994 

1994 Written: 40,000.00 Written 1993: 25,000.00 

Hr. Kichael Coddell 
Ha. Tracy Cenuell 
Caddell 4 Convell 

Vay—nt on Vledce: Vewruary 4. 1*94 

1994 Written: 70,000.00 

Hr . te rna rd Mpaport 
Chair— n of the Deard 
A—riean ineo— 

Lite inauranee 

Vay—nt on Vledee: rehruary f. 

1994 Written: 50,'00;.0: 

Hr. Lee Cedtrey 
Sues— n Cedlrey 
Vay—nt on 

Vledcc: February 4, 1994 
1994 Written: 50,000.00 


Dr. Samuel Klacabrun 
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SNC Florida Mana«iD9 Trvatoas, TruaMoa and Buainaaa Laadarahip Forum Masbara 

Managinp Truataa 

Hitehall Bar 9 ar 
•ar9ar, 

Shapiro 4 Davia 
100 N.E. Srd Avanua 
Suita 400 

Ft. Uudardala, FL. 33301 

V - 30S-S25>9S00 

2an Cunaino 

Chairman, Laueadia National 

Corporation 

529 Saat South Tampla 

salt xaka city, ur 04102 

V 001/521-1001 
r 001/539-0722 

Frad Catrada 
Chairman, Hiapanie 
Publiahins Corporation 
999 Fonea daLaon Blvd. 

Suita 400 

Coral Sablaa. FL 33134 

V 305/442-2402 
F 305/443-7050 

Alfonao Fanjul 
Praaidtnt - rio-Sun 2nc. 

310 Koyal Foinciana Flora 
FaliH Baach. FL. 33400 

V 407/055-0301 

Monta Friadkin 
Friadkin Xnduatriaa 

7900 Gladta Od. 

Boca Baton, FL. 33431 
N - 407/479-1002 

Howard Cliekan 

Cnainaan • Tht Coimunwaaltft Group 
0400 Old Cutlar hd. 

Coral 

Cablaa. FL 33134 

N - 305/440-0023 or 202/719.40404 
F - 305/002-2047 or 202/709-4;4; 

M - 305/009-1003 Monorabla Larr) M«wkin» 

Beard of County Cenmiaaaonaca 
111 NW lat Straat 
Suita 220 
Hiami. FL. 33120 
H ■ 305/375-5123 

Carlos Herrera 
President 

2-c Properties inc. 
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2»00 «Mt 4tth StrMt 
1201 

HiftlMh, n 33016 

V - 30S/362>1664 

Mark JiMfiaz 
Future Tech lot'l 
3000 Nir 72nd Avenue 
Klaai. FL. 33122 
305/477-6406 
P - 305/477-3473 

Theoes Kreaer 
Fertefine croup* Inc. 

43 Star Xaland 
Miami Mach FL. 33135 

V - 305/535-4422 
F - 

305-531-1020 
Jorge Feret 

Freaident - delated Group of Florida 

2525 coral Hay 

Fenthouee 1 

Miami* FL. 33145 

H - 305/460-5500 

F - 

305/445-1725 
H - 305/663-5121 

Marvin Roaen 

Greenberg, Traurig, Hoffman, Lipoff 4 Rosen 
1221 Briekell Avenue 
22nd Floor 
Miaou, FL. 

33131 

H - 30S/S75-053S 

Or. Steven Scott CCO • Coastal Phamesuetieals 

2825 Croasdaile Or. 

Durham. NC 27705 
r 515-352-3257 

V 

515-353-0355 


Charles R. "Bud* Stack 

High. Stack, Laienby, Falahacr. 4 Coidsouth 
3525 Fonce de Leon Blvd. 

Coral Cables, FL. 33134 
V • 

305/443-3325 
F • 305/443-0550 
M - 305/661-1025 

Haria Ciena Torano 
1000 Brickcll Avenue 
Miami, FL. 33131 
H 305/579-2150 
F 

305/575-2156 



Trustees 
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MiehMl Ml«r 
Fr«aid«nt > Adici Group 
8111 mr 14th Stroot 
Kiaal, n.. 33126-1899 
W 303/590-1100 
P 

305/590-1194 

Kuo* Earrokot 

Eroward County Housing Coonission 
1773 N. State Ed. 7 
Lauderhill* PL 33133 

V 305/739-1114 
P 

305/484-5650 

JeroM C. Eerlin 
Chaiman* Deux Hiehel* 2ne. 

12725 S.V. 122nd Avenue 
Miami* PL 33186 
H 305/251-5000 
P 305/251-7723 
Guy Bostick 

President 4 CCO* CooMree Carrier 
P.O. Box 67 
Auhumdale* PL. 33823 

V 800/524-1101 
r 813/965-1093 
H 305/443-2587 

Paul 

Ce}aa 

Chairman/CCO - Care Plorida 
7950 mr 53rd street 
Third Ploor 
Miami* PL. 33166 

V 305/591-3311 
r 305/470-2936 

Joe Chapman 

President* Eoyal Aaeriean Hanagmcnt 
1002 V. 23rd Street 
Suite 400 

PanasM City* PL. 32405 

V 904/769-8911 
r 904/769-5586 

Arnold Prie^Mn 

CCO - St. Johns Nome Health Agvnri 
15500 Ne« Earn Ed. 

Miami Lakes. PL. 33014 

V 305/558-0101 
r 305/558-5118 

Villia Cary 
Gary* 

Villiams. Parenti* Finney i Irwi: 
Hateraide Professional Building 
221 Cast Osceola St. 

Stuart. PL. 34994-2175 
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W 407/2t9>t2<0 

r 

407/220-9343 

lUtt Oebd 
VhAl« 8«euriti«s 
€50 5tli Av«nu« 

Nm# York, Maw York 10019 
W 212/494-3672 
r 212/494-3675 
H 212/973-9227 
Abrahaai D. Gesaan 
ChainMii < CS0« Madiplax 
15 Walnut Straat 
Wallaalay, m 02191 
W 617/446-6900 
r 617/446-6909 

Calvin Origsby 

President, Grigsby ftranford i Co. Zne. 
230 California St. 

Suits 601 

San rransieo, CA 94111 
W 415/392-4900 
r 415/399-5549 

Noil Harrington 

Chairaan, Harrington and Cosipany, Ine. 
999 S. MMriea Way 
Hiami. FL 33132 
W 305/359-1511 
r 305/359-0611 
H 305/576-4742 

Stephanie 

Kerr 

Cruise Line executive 
901 s. Affieriea Way 
Hiaiu, FL 33132 
O 905/359-5122 s5371 
F 905/359-4907 
H 305/371-5533 

Ira Leesfield 

2350 South Dixie Mwy. 

Hiami. FL. 33133 

V 305/954-4900 
F 305/954-9266 

Boyd 8. Lewis 

S.B. Lewis i Conpany 

1747 Pennsylvania Avenue. 

NV 

Suite 1150 
Washington, D.C. 

V 202/429-6949 
r 202/293-2068 

Den A. Madden Sr. Ksenr-, s- 

Fort Walton Beach. FL. 3254' 
w 



904/244-3196 
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H/V 407/3«7>72fl 
r 407/3€7-0<S« 

David Block 

Brosidtnt, EnvirenMntal Salvoft Toas 
1331 mi 24th Avanua 
Miaul, n 33125 
« 305/633>3000 

r 

305/d33-«301 

Jaaaa J. Bloaaac, Caq. 

Aaaiatant to tha Chairaan 
Bloekbuatar Cntartainaant, Corp. 

1 Blockhusta Plata 
Pt. Laudardala, Ft 
33301 

W 305/BS2-30S1 
r 305/032-3325 

Villiaii B. Bond 
Private Znvaatar 
225 ¥atar Straat 
Suita 130 

Jackaonvxlla, PL 32202-5141 
O - 

304/350-3100 
r - 304/350-3147 
M - 304/640-1540 

Joa Boran 

Praaxdant. South Region Aar and Water Taehnologiaa Coep. 
400 Sawgrata Pkt/y. 

Sunriac. PL. 33325 

Toet Burr 

CCO, Ancathcaia P.A., ine. 

Suita 204 

5300 NV 33rd Avenue 
rt. Uudardala, PL 33307 
V 305/405-5660 


Monerahle 
Hugh Carey 
Vice President 
w.s. Grace 4 Co. 

717 14th Street WW 
Suite 400 

Maahingten, O.C. 20006 

V 2C2/452-6704 
r 20?/452-057'> 

Art Coilina 

Presioer.'., Public Private Partnertr.^p 
520 Cast Park Avenue 
Tallahassee. PL. 32301 

V 704/56J-C76r 
r 704/561-0377 

Arthur Courshon 
Chainnan 
4 Preaiaent 
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j«ffcrsen Mneerp* Inc. 

301'4l9t Scr«*t 
Miami Baaeh FL 33140 

V 305/533'9374 

Jim Eaten 

President, Capital Strategies 
P.O. Be« 

1713 

Tallaliasaeee, FL 32302 

V »04/224-<7e» 

F S04/222-49I1 

Milton M. Ferrell, Jr. 

201 S. Biseayne Blvd, Suite 1920 Miami, FI., 33131 

V 

303/371-9393 
F 303/371-3732 

J. Carey Cleasen 
1039 M. Pitt St. 

Alexandria, VA 22314 
N 703/993-3970 

Cathy Kelly 
Assistant Executive 
Director 

rrp - NEA 

213 S. Adams St. 

Tallahassee, FL 32301 

V 904/222-4702 

Allan Kluger 

Kluger, Peretz, Kaplan l 

201 S. Biseayne Blvd. 

Suite 

1970 

Miami, FI 33131 

Den Laaieniea 
tameniea Ine. 

200 South Monroe St. 

Tallahassee. Fi. 32301 

Charles H. Lydecker 
Poe 4 Bro%m, Inc. 

220 

South Kidgevood Avenue 
P.O. Bex 2412 

Daytona Beach, FL. 32113-24;; 

V 904/232-9901 
F 904/239-3729 
H 904/972-3934 

Bill Mauh 

Vice President 

John Alden Life 

7900 Corporate Center Dr ■ 

Miasu. FL. 33129 
W 303/713/4391 
F 303/293-4309 
H 303/233-9113 


Kainxend McClendon Pryor. 
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HeCl«ndon« Counts 
1 Hxdto%m Flszo 

13»0 Fooehtroo St.« NC. Suite 850 
Atlente, GA. 30309 

V 404/875>1549 

Manny Medina 
Terreaark, Xne. 

2«01 S. 
layahore Dz. 
m 1-t 

Coconut drove, IX 33133 

V 305/BS8-2C26 
F 305/BS6>8190 

Or. SaloBMn Melgen, M.O. 

Vitree-Retinal Cenaultanta 
2521 

Hetroeentre Blvd. 

Meet Falm Beach, FL 33407 
W 407/587-0007 
F 407/588-0431 

Linda Murphy HeCeol 
7425 5V 42nd Street 
Hiaau, FL. 33155 
N 

305/551-8185 

Larry Overton 

Larry J. Overton 4 Aasoc. 

101 Cast College Avenue 
Suite 302 

Tallahaasee, FL. 32301 

V 804/224-2858 

r 

804/551-5311 
K 804/883-1241 

Cdvard Fetter 

Fteaident, International fine Arts Celleoe 
1737 north Bayahere Drive 
Hlau, FL 33132 

V 

305/373-4884 
r 305/374-7845 

•lanea N . Fwgh 
358 Carolina Avenue 
Winter Park. FL. 32789 
W 407/644-8055 F 407/644««94) 

Steve Naclerie 
Senior 

VP 4 General Council 
Bacardi Ifoports. Inc. 

2100 Biacayne Blvd 
Miani. FL. 33137 
w 305/573.1511 
r 305/573-2730 

Chip Peid 
President, Current 
Builders 



«D0 


2251 Blount M. 
peapone Booeh, TL. 330C9 

V 3O5/545-1350 
r 305/»7l>l«4< 

Zsrool Reimn 

Prooidont, Roisnon i Rooec. Zne. 

ROl loot 
Ootaontown Piko 
Suit* Ho3 

Norristown, PR 15401 

V 215/271-1733 
r 215/270-1734 

Pot Tomlllo Jr. 

Prosidont, PSA - Unltod 
lit North Honro# St. 

Tollohooooo, PL 32355-1700 

V 504/224-llCl 
P 504/001-2505 

Korry A. wolob Skolly 

Asoistont Vico Prosidont/Diroetor of Govormont 

Rolotiens 

BrD%«n petaoA Cerp. 

p.e. loo 1000 

Louisvillo, KY 40201-1000 

H 502/774-7552 

r 502/774-7100 

Ntioon Poirbonko 
Prooidont 1 CCO, U.S. 

Suior 

P.O. loo 1207 
Clowtstown. PL 

Xrmonde J. Yonos Prooidont, Pinoneiol Conttoctxnp Sovicoo, 
3211 Ploosont toko Dr. 

Toapo, ri 
33410 

« 011/204-2054 
r 013/244-5554 


Ine. 
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mum pama «e«irgiii»B tomm 

To: Major Donor Serooning Croup: Xon t Jo o Hone y Xiki, 

Preo: Hoil XoifC, Xolly Pagan 
Xo: Major Donor serooning 

Dsu: 


Dolov la infonaclen about tho abovi Tof oroncod donor. X* you 
hovo ony odditionol infoxmatioa and/or oMoetiena to tba DNC*^a 
raeaipt of thia eontrlbutlan. ploaoo ooad this fora, with eooaanta, 
to Xant Markua by eloaa of bualaooa* . 

«* V\o\ciir^ 5 S , loc. 

Aaeunt of eontrlbutiofi: OCO 

■ TV>o.v\&j 

,■ ' ‘-r'i Vt-CL «• Xstc^ocjl ms &,».%. SietkcW' Fi- 

i|j^t-<oeeup.uon: OoeX T>evf.\o&^- 

gii/^f~ijD ttplojror: 

Colleltor (If known): 

Data of Donation: (4 - IM 


fflix ttnx tfl Xiltarcft: Mo Data: 

Hoas SSAXai: Yaa ^ Ho 

ftC OHLXirt StAtCM; Vaa ^ Ho 

(attach Suooary or rinainga) 

geosirt.. W..n«- I «■.■ Oapo.lt R.curn to Donor 

gOOB-.»t«« gO».«t.. 


Coaotttoo Hoooor *ton.tur«: 

lof goi.t o7'>t.»» t~ — — 

PI.... eontan In..) Cpt. oy cl... of buolnoon 
caaek will ba dapaaitad 

11 Olapoaltlon: Dapaait Hatum 

2) Data of Motlflcatlan ta Lagal Papt. 

ttlaf of Staff: 


iiDiixniiGinsininBiiiBB dnc o&2sf 


iXHIlIT 
PU - 38 
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Cep9ni(fai 1993 CnadrNnnWiic Ud. 
Cia^NewiWin 

Apdl 1. 1993. Itaadijr 


SECnON: fteiidd Nm 
DBIMBimON: Aaoniaa ti r- - Etei 
LBNOIH: 2in «wdi 

READUNE: VANCOUVEX STtXX BKMAIKS • COMTAMY MEEHNC DATES MSHMC 

FROM APRIL 

10. 1993 TO MAY 10. 1993 

OAIEUNE; VANCOUVER. April • 


Oa Cay L rib ri c— IM Umit AptIO A 

0»ipM H dlA p p IM M« 9 AfllS A 

0|W— F — C upoi MM M«2t Mv 7 AO 


3 IXHIIIT 

I ~ 

mmnftammmmmm dnc O629598 
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Cop]fri(bi 1993 Foikts. Inc. 

Forts 

Much 1. 1993 

SSCTtaS: MONEY * INVESTING: P|. St 
LENCTR; 96« worts 
BEADUNE: The odd ooupit 
BYLINE: By FhyllU Bcnm 
nCHUCKT: 

Miuni Bseh's Saudi Bcsh ku henoim the aew Mss of Eundirt: Mst Thoins 
tnma 


BODY: 

^ SOUTH BEAOI. MIAMI BEACH. Saudi Beidi io to it hoou dun Saint-Tfa|is 
unt heck io dn I9T0|. Then it uu Bn^ot Binint. hs to tEUiui mk uid 
fcmtk mn d fli vc n plsahd aipply- Lst lAaiwom nd siiy tviinBt. 
uoeunfrtm crts nciu wi* ndi Eutuosh, who taur itpsr s Bundy dubt 
what dcy dfink nd dins anal nt nca Florida anris. 

Thonut Kninu a nc hie of die Saudi Bneh yuiy. Hi it Aamboyam even 
by Euraneb nandudi The Cimii bnm Xnma, 35, u a fney Canan 

henrtinf ubool. u «tihui|ly hindannir and airapm. 


The Flofidi pmn Im ■ kau Kniee. Laa moiibs be tsc down a hose on 
caciuiivc Indian Cinek ItUnd ■ make lume to a new maiiiioa. Bui he ncvci 
hiiiJi die manuon. teibni hu aw y le y es. *1 dnT wan to bw niimnaded by 
•M doople * Gsao hs a nu he ifiMdenrt kit kuMint ptaai ate powu^ 
lordwitUnd iiatfdubhurtipfiKiaciinsBtaiarioBackkim. He 
I m toiW a arnmng konie n kii land. 


Enmu owns FKais'i ’Wmmn w n Amehna.* to which he yaid S 2.9 
niBsa. He bnsi wu ha'i ai|aBaaii| ■ buy Chnanni Onatat' chata in 
Siuu Mona, and abo cliimi ■ nave onmd • ovtnc’ die Lady Chnlauic, 
Bonn MatwuU't old yacM. 


He 

to kit UfMclub, nth 
a able wHk a ynd of 
■ iwh ai Ti M n Bb 
Baurhurys M bv 
n hit IMI Mmadri and 


eu wuk a asuiiilir HaUowuen-ni|bl bath 
IS Thm wsi f jranks and a naked woman lyinj on 
oa nu Mly Csea wem umied lo dip 
mdng m aanasi. Krtmcr wmi ci ed Ihe 
Mb The ban mnsnd by ytatanng Nab emblenu 


noBinacanniDHBBii dnc 

3 IXHIIIT I 
I T IC - 38,3 I 



270 


AU very dfiodent 

fiu( Kxamcr has a business side, too. He has spent over S 40 million buyins 
real estate in South Beach; 5 lesdential prapertia on Sar Island^ 2 
propenies on Indian Creek Island and 20 a puunen ta in oeaaafront South Pointe 

Towen. Aceoidiii((a*MiiiniBaehiBdeicuii(c«,hefiUtopdaUirfer 

Iheie praperbes. And in evoy cue, he pnid euh. 

WbenoB oine lU thit cuh'! Appundy much of it fran German deinibUlienairc 
Sicffhed One, 71, ene of me world's biftes ptouen of cinca^ (me box). 

About two yeus apo Ooe inamad Babrai, a gbiaaiaut woman in bar 50t, after a 
lenf telaiionship. Her daupbta from a previous maiiiatc. Cafluine, is married 
ID Thomu Kramer. Knnio bnps that bis wife, whea die was foioc 'vidi 
Siepftied Oim's son Yerck. uBoduoad tarn m ot h e r to die old tendeoan. At any 
laB. Olio appoiendy helped cake ku new sapean^lnr's Rorida ftony. 

How much hu One pven Knmm? Enouph to eauac > lift benmen Obo and his 
, two sens. TUman and Voick. la Ooaber Siegftiad Odo danw bolb ions out of 
Ike busineu where they h^ worked for yean. ~Ihqr «tm Byibt » poiien 
their faths's aiind ipama me.* mys Xnina. One icpoet has it dial die ions 
Died to have Ono dadarad mcaally utoompeieaL Heilfacr Siesftied Ono, his 
tswycr ui Palm Badi Mr memben of bis eampany's (uperviiofy ho bi d were wtHinf 
ID oik about IM iBlaounilup. 

ti'i an odd iciaoenihip an apnp and ailuip eonaovativc German busiaetiman 
and a playboy wiin a dmey rc pu ia o a n . Even Kramer's ftiads admil he i: a 
crspdiooier. One of ihcia. trail Bonier, i Swiss banker, mys of Kramer 'He's a 
real fimblo.' 

Knmer hu shoi crapi ta eommedify markeu once he wu a teenaier. and 
■hai't where the tea af kii aaicy may have come from. He had t«— "<«>»** hi 
such ikiAcs u (Old. cram and ewioiey, n pnniillir makinf and lasin( laije 
sums. He oiaafeimd ku aconaei m South Beach ewiy last yeu. after ban| 
vunuUy rumniert ui Ccrmaiy three yean 1(0 He had act up a hhnd pool » 
lavco in Eaai Cemun nml emut len| before oim wu a mlioi on who acouUy 
mvrud iL Xiemm myt mr endeaMi mH a p w a whan ec|arive publidiy iwumo bii 
hank lo cut off las c^t laic ^umghi He eunod over m Fler*da. 

I am a amn with vums.* myr K/iria. m bis arropanl way, *0nce I wu 
ttauu in Ciaad. I wu ar o* ep o' me meuiewi. and suddenly I blew I mus 
shun (Old. eo I pahoM a pnmw and called by bioks. and dioned S 2$ 
milbae wonh of (eld I laiae acT. wr S S aM S t miUiea. 

* A»«l «x bac I had a dream aaow a mimx( field. I knew I should hoy what 
and eom fubiiu. Thai one I maoe miBau more That u bow it is with me." 



iniftxiittiEiaiaiaoiiiiBaiBio dhc o&: 
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Bat ncn*t lo good with him tight aew. '^ponstly his 
Bcg6lh(Hii>taw hu a aotatariun OT chockwriniig. OiBiy tot of ash, 
yf.t~r has albe pus tnooth at kasi 6t safliBS, iadadiag the 

wdhtaipeciBd dataloper Kay Sao. He also shimafad his aighKluh. HcO. Bui 

Ik afll oiks of hoOdi^ a S ISO odlion aparancM eea^ki u a playgretuid (or 

Us Buoridi hi aawfy gtaaanus Miami Beach. He eavisieiis a new hixuiy hotel 
and Eonpesa-ayle affiigs. If eely he could laisc die oency. *New I am a 
poiamr whheot atoa,* Im oiaaas. 'I'm eoi a d s n el epet. hot I have a vision of a 
plaa who* the rieh, the eonnopefima. the peopk with idea cu pihcr hen in 
Miami Beach.* 

Knmcr hu ihanilnnnl Miami Bcadi, u least tcmponiily. fcr what assoeiams 
say h a omney-iaiauig jaicK m Saint MeriB, the Iwc ier new MUancae 
money. Why Saha Moris? ‘Ls ew put it das way,* says Swis haaher Bohn. 
*la Saint Moris it's lils Bshiag in an aquarium.* 


Whn we ashed Xnms shout hit namvofy nposrion in Ftaida. he disppnd his 
•itianaiy tone, rsplieling m lad-beed ngt: *You jonnalisB am aU alike. 

You make ae money, an yon am jta lo ni of people like me who do.* We msponded 
Ihs FORBES l ai mn att am aoeuammed m dealing whk people a lot men solvent 
dun he it. 

CRAPKIC: Fieouc, Yhomu biami. Miami Beach's adsuion giabba finm Cenaany. 
Hu he gone to Saiai Mona tar good or will he be hock to build a 
Eurapeui-aqrle vUlagc m Smaa Bach? BiU Wu 

Foehes. March 1, I9»] 


DNC 0&29&aL 


\i EXHIBIT 

FIC - 38.5 


inaiBBoiiinaiffiiiiiiiiiiBniioii 
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FOCUS 


Forts. Maidi 1; 1993 
SECnON; UONEY A 1NVEST1NC; Ft- 59 
LBIGTH: 305 warti 
HEADLINE: llic sufoc 
BYLINE: P. B. 

BODY: 

MUNICH’i Cinrrto & Dco ns i OoMI pdou uuiisis. fsipam, nvds'i 
dioc ki . ad aoek ud bold eBBAcus. k Am rtoo anarioad nartcB 
with New Yort'i U.S. BmIoms. Lada taed De La Baa, Pirii baled 
FnaeoifOads Obsaiut, tad oOwn. 

CiiO bepa ia Ldp^ ia 1132. Si«|kiid Ooo caaa la rtc fina prior a World 
•War n s a priaa-aaias od piaad eaaaal after laanpan *a dnshar of 
one or iba tbuaden. Ttieap Ow si wpgj ssad rta Nari wg aadaaa. it leftnad 
B pnot eoiBiicrfai Briart baak aaBi waa a« Narii daaaaded Ic 
cmaacrfriaai w o l d oaapaauB m auacnijf. lha plaaB wor Ml ib iiiiijiil ia 
a I9U hombiat. and w IMS Oaa wii aka priaaer by da b IM9 ha 

aeapid and bapa Oa lira anew a Maniek. 

la kit S(k be di«eraS hu wiir end a hu TOi aunied Varti. Thoaat 
Kmar'i nadis-ia-kw (or aafpi Tbs baiaa da Kaaar-Oao alaoonship. 
Wia Oa'i aani aui of ar auaaeu and bu hslib ftikat. One bs pot bii 
eompajr « da btack li oaidd bna( t 500 auUlaa. Wkach could be pood newt 
lot Tboaai Krama, rf be on m food aniu wiib bit aaiber-in-law, wbo, 
bp Cetmu Uw. u anaead a a Bta 13 al da caia. 

Float. Bibau and Saffnad CBo. Tbonai Ktaawr't aniali? Munich 

PiBU 

Forts. Maiab I. 1993 


uniaotociiaiBiiinaBm dhc o&29^ 


m 

IXHIBIT 


I rec - 38.6 
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Imenaiioiiil HcnJd Tiiburc, Novenhe 12, 1992 

FOCUS 

SECnON; FEATURE 
LENCIB: 227 wotdi 

HEADLINE: Matifsc 1> Sold For 111 MUlioa 
DATEUNE: NEW YORK 


pomil of • worn*. ’L’am." piimtd by Heui bbsne ia IMS. h»» 
becavUuSolhcby'ilbrSll willww . 

Tbc picane. one of tiM BUI of die enfini Midnt cibibirion <t the 
MoauB of Modon All. Ml «ilbdni«B tan OB ifeow ID be iaeladad ia tbe 

SodMby't viewiai bcfoic dM sic Tnciday c«cnin(. b Bin be icaoned lo tbe 
cdiibidea laitil ha. 12 iirf aiU dm go M the lOeMi Alt Mama h Fen 
Wortk. Tooi. «bicb boupM dm Mik. 

YIk S3S.6 niUim ode osi only hilf ae're irfbL Of ds 96 loB. 31 wen 
awld. miliiii i 31 poeou hthm n* by vilue. A praaaacBl nie wat phyrf 
by AiMian boym. Mo eeqiorad 21 of 33 ombi. *FtBmte dm a Fiiaeial.' 
psMod 10 1932 by Fmao. nid foi 12.16 aiOlion. 2S pCRtai bdew the low 
ODinm. Solheby'i md nc bays mi Thomei Kians wf Florida. 


inRoiiiaDBDnaBraiiiiB dhc 062S&Q2, 


i IXHIEIT 


nc - 31.7 
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Capyiiito 1992 Ac New Yeikfbaet Coopaqr; Abmes 
AUIH: BY DOi FtNEFBOCK 
niL: GEBMAN BUYS n-TS MILUON HOME 

BEFK: MIAMI HERALD Secaen G: Pe|c S, Cciam 1 JOUBNAL^DE MH 
DATE: Majr 3, 1992. Suadiy 

ABST: Genoa iaveaBr DniMS Knnar pejs S3.75 aaUiaa fee hayfiaal komc on 
ladiai Otek lilind, FU: piachiee ii kii aeaad aa tdoM ia pan two aMalhe: 
ale HTiTgnii AM hi|iie> pnee ever pod fat haao ia Dade Cavaiy, Fla (M) 

DESC: HOUSINO: SALES: PRICES 

NAME: KRAMER, THOMAS: FINEFROaC. DON 

pEOT: DADE COUNTY (FLA): MDIAN CHEEK ISLAND (FLA) 


iniaiiitBaacsoiifliiBBim dnc os 



nc - 38.8 
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Malthar OlTafis Ik. ad aor IWbm XnM- mde ny fadoal daoiai 

cooBibudou bowMB IMS-im. 


5 


nmaRUlDBIIIIIBIIiOBIlIB DHC 0G2 





yiiX Gossips Saying 
‘^^^1,’ft’ings About,- , 
#^^?ycoon Wtf, 
Rebuild; .-. 

^JMfage? After all/ _/J 
^bohias Kramer Has ^ 
iven 30 Million Reasons 
,' ToBeUcvc In Him/’- ' 
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D«t«: 

Proai: 

Subjtet: 

To: 


7/32/97 9:20:1$ M 
Jos« Itodriguoc 
Bradloy latu* 

Hary Aim Boagaznar 


Now that tbo aeory haa brokan. can tX cback with Juatiea to datarmina 
if thay hava any intaraat in purauing tba raportad KraMr/Bradlay activity 
criminally? Thia would ba go^ info to hava bafora contacting Bradlaya 
eounaal . 
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Data. 7/3S/97 3:S1:4I PH 

Pron: Loia 6. Lcmer 

Subject: Kramer 

To: Mary Ann Bumgarner 

To: Jose Aodrxgucx 

CC: Lawrence m. Noble 

CC; LISA KLEIN 

I spoke CO Donsanco re: whether they are acrK pursuing the law firm and/or 
Kramer or others involved in chat matter. He said he thought they were no 
longer pursuing, but he would need to check with the VS atty office in Fla to 
be sure, l asked if they were no longer pursuing wes there something we could 
get them to sign off on as to our potential witness He seemed to think there 
might be. Have you heard back from the criminal atty yef 

In a similar, but different vein. ! aeked him sbcut the 

Re.f-e- 
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DAt«: 

Proa: 

Subject: 

To: 


9/1S/97 1:14:47 fM 
Joao Kodrlguoz 
Latosc from Bradloy 
Mazy Ann Bumgaznar 


Attached la my talecon noting eounael'a latest info re: hia elient'a 
knowledge/testiinony. tie'll obvietisly need more concrete info before OOJ 
considera granting ianunity, but before going back to counsel I need aoaa 
indication that we've been coomunicating w/ Justice on this and that they are 
generally interested in the request. Let me know where we are on this. 


J- 


IXHIIIT 

FEC ■ 42 




280 


Froa: 

•ubj«ce: 

TOs 


f/19/97 1:19:00 fM 
JM« Bedrifuai 
B«: XiACMt froB Iradlcy 
Nary Ann Bungamar 


Ha vlll probably aaad aora daeail (aapacially l.D. of folks) bafora 
OOJ grants inminlty. 

I just wane to know wbatbar its avaa aoaathiog that thay'ra considaring at this 
point. S hava no raal aaoaa of what LL'a diaeuas&ons W juatics hava baan on 
this. 


i IXHItlT 
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*ron: 

Subject: 

ro: 

CC; 


3/13/ft 3:SS:03 fM 
Leie 6. L«m«r 
CUOQSIIG TKAORJGtap?) 
Lawrence n. Noble 
Jose Rodriguez 


Donsenco jusc celled. They*ve seen she ‘offending language . ' Khile he was 
sure there nust be mere to the story than this was Gore's friend, he vented to 
know why this hadn't been referred to OOJ. He said the Task Force would be 
revving up an investigation unless he could provide them with something 
clarifying this. While 2 have no problem with them investigating. : tneught i; 
would be useful to provide thee with whatever statement we msKe to the press. 
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DEBEVOISE & PLIMPTON 


555 13TH STREET. N.W. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20004 
(2Qe)38SSOOO 

TELECOPIER: (202) W-Bl 16 


March 30, 1998 


>nTi^*v€wut 


CMrr. ft uMATC mo. 
HCOatfAA 
iM'iniBi 077ft 


H<vaTMK2a*t 


By Hand 

The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman 
Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Re: Democratie Mational Coiwnittee 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed at the request of the Democratic National 
Committee is a declaration of Joseph E. Sandler, prepared in 
response to the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight's March 24, 1998 interrogatories to the DNC. 

Should you have any questions regarding this 
matter, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 






Enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 


3 IXHIBIT 

I PEC - 45 
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BEFORE THE 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

DECLARATION OF JOSEPH E. SANDLER 

A. I am the General Counsel of the Democratic National Committee f 'DNC"). 
This Declaration is submitted in response to the Interrogatories accompanying the letter 
dated March 24, 1998, addressed to Judah Best, Esq., Dom Chairman Dan Bunon. 

B. The information set forth in this Declaration and the accompanying Exhibit is 
based on a review of such records of the DNC and such other inquiries as I deemed 
necessary to provide the following answers to the Interrogatories 

C Based on my review of this fourth set of interrogatories from the Committee, I 
believe it is impossible for the DNC to answer certain of these Interrogatories, and that 
those questions should more properly be directed to individuals or entities other than the 
DNC Certain other interrogatories call for information relating to time periods up to five 
years ago, which I believe the DNC could endeavor to develop only through an extensive 
search of archived records If the Cormniitee wishes the DNC to prioritize searches for 
any such materials over the DNC's ongoing document search efforts for the Committee, 
the DNC is prepared to do so, consistent with its legal obligations to other investigative 
bodies. 

Intcrroeatorv No 1 Please describe all contacts between any DNC employee or DNC 
office-holder and Thomas Kramer (a German national with Florida business ties) 

Answer 

Corporations reportedly owned anrl/or controlled by Thomas Kramer made three 
contributions to the Democratic National Committee, by checks of the following dates and 


i iXHiaiT 

I FEC - 45 .2 


amounts 
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Olympus Holdings, Inc. 4/14/93 

35 Star Island, Inc. 3/4/94 

Portofino Group, Inc. 3/15/94 


$25,000 
S 60,000 
S 40,000 


Anached as Exhibit A arc copies of the check tracking forms and the summary 
printouts from the DNC’s A/S 400 system for these contributions. All of these 
contributions were refunded on or about November 7, 1994. 


The information presently available to us indicates that the following DNC 
personnel had or may have had some contact with Mr. Kramer, by telephone, in person 
and/or in writing: 


David Wilhelm 
Terry McAuIiffe 
Laura Hartigan 
Peter O'Keefe 
Eric Sildon 


DNC Chair 

National Finar^ Chair 
DNC Finance Division 
DNC Finance Divi»on 
DNC Finance Division 


A copy of a memorandum from Mr. Sildon relating to Mr. Kramer is attached as 
Exhibit B 


The DNC’s records indicate that Marvin Rosen, who subsequently became the 
DNC's National Finance Chair, also had some contact with Mr. Kramer, and that Scott 
Pastrick, who subsequently became the DNCs Treasurer, may have had some contact with 
Mr. Kramer. 


In addition, I received a letter from Mr Kramer requesting a refund of the above' 
listed contributions, and 1 wrote a letter back to Mr Kramer, on or about November 7, 

1994, enclosing the requested refunds 

The DNC’s records indicate that the S 25,000 contribution from Olympus 
Holdings was solicited by Howard Glicken. that the $ 60,000 contribution from 35 Star 

I FEC - 45 .3 
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Island was solicited by Marvin Rosen; and that the $ 40,000 contribution from Portofino 
Group was solicited by Howard Glicken, with Peter O'Keefe listed as the DNC fundraiser 


We are unable to address more specifically the detailed questions raised in the 
Preliminary Statement to the Interrogatories based on the information available at this 
time. 


IntefTogatorv No 2 : Please describe all contacts between any DNC employee or 
DNC office-holder and Terry Bradley (Thomas Kramer's secretary). 

Answer : 

We have not identified any information indicating the existence of any contacts 
between Terry Bradley and any DNC employee or office-holder. 

Inierrogatory No 3 : Please list the names of any and all DNC employees or DNC 
office-holders who solicited Thomas Kramer for financial contributions. 

Answer 

See Answer to Inierrogatory No. 1 

Interrogaiorv No 4 : Please list the names of any and all employees or DNC 
office-holders who solicited Terri Bradley for financial contributions. 

Answer 

See Answer to Interrogatory No 2. 

Intenogatorv No 5 : What DNC events or meetings was Mr. Kramer invited to 
during 1993 and 1994? 

5a. What was the purpose of these meetings'’ 

5b When were these meetings'’ 

5c. How many people attended the event or meeting? 

Answer : 

As shown on Exhibit A, the contributions by companies associated with 
Mr Kramer were credited on the DNC’s records as having been received in connection 


: EXHIBIT 

I F EC - 45. 4 
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with the following events: 

1 . Fundraising event held in MUmi, Florida on April 29, 1993, with Vice President 
Gore as featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was to raise funds 
for the DNC. I am advised that the event included a seated dinner for about SO guests and 
a reception for approximately ISO people. 

2. Fundraising dinner held in Florida for the Democratic Business Council on 
March 2 1 , 1994, with President Clinton as featured speaker and honored guest. The 
purpose of this event was to raise funds for the DNC. I am advised that the dinner was 
attended by approximately 1,000 people, and DNC records indicate that a separate 
reception was attended by approximately 40 people. 

In addition, DNC records which we have identified indicate that invitations to Mr. 
Kramer may have been extended for the following events: 

1. DNC Dinner in Washington, D C , June 10, 1993, with Vice President Gore as 
featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was to express 
appreciation to substantial contributors I am advised that approximately 20-25 people 
attended 

2. White House Jazz Festival, June 18, 1993. We have not idemified information 
indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people attended 

3 Meet-and-Greel with President Clinton, Miami, Florida, September 5, 1993 
The purpose of this event was to express appreciation for support of the DNC DNC 
records suggest that approximately 27 people attended. Mr. Kramer may also have been 
invited to a reception with President Clinton in Miami on the same day. 1 understand that 
about 75 people were invited to that reception. We have not identified documemation 
indicating the number of people who attended that reception. 
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4. DNC Reception in Tampa, Florida, September 23. 1993. We have not 
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people 
attended. 

5. DNC Trustee Retreat, in October or November of 1993. We have not 
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how. many people 
attended. 

6. DNC Donor Breakfast in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, February 2, 1994, with 
DNC Chair David Wilhelm as the featured speaker. The purpose of this event was to 
inform donors and prospective donors regarding DNC programs, and to solicit support for 
a March 1994 Florida fundraiser DNC records suggest that approximately 6S people 
attended. 

7. DNC Dinner, planned to be held on or about Febiuary 2, 1994. We have not 
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people 
attended 

8. DNC Trustee Retreat, in April 1994 The purpose of this event was to provide 
members of the DNCs Trustee Program an opportunity to receive briefiiigs about the 
agenda and program of the Administration and the Democratic Party from Administration 
officials. Members of Congress, Party officials and others. We have not identified 
information indicating how many people attended 

3 IXHIBIT ] 

9 DNC Business Leadership Forum Issues Conference, Washington, D C., I FEC - 45 . 6 , 
June 21-22, 1994 The purpose of this event was to provide members of the DNC's ^ 

Business Leadership Forum donor council with an opportunity to receive briefings about 
the agenda and program of the Administration and the Democratic Party from 
Administration officials. Members of Congress, Party officials and others. I am advised 
that the various briefings and meetings were attended by approximately 1 30-200 people 1 
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understand that there was also a related reception at the White House. We have not 
identified reliable information as to the number of people who attended that reception. 

10 DNC Gala, Washington, D C., June 22, 1994, with President Clinton as 
featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was to raise funds for the 
DNC. 1 am advised that the event was attended by approximately 2,000 people. 


I declare under penalties of peijury that the foregoing is true and correct to the 


best of my present knowledge, information, and belief Executed this 
1998 


JO 


day of March, 
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8/20/97 flAuea 1C:09:1 

Eji*cu«1v* fuBMry 

portofinQ Croup, tne. Mr. Tea Rreoor 

Mr. Tea Rraaor Miaol Boeeh, PL 33139 

Star XelAAd 
......Bi, PL 3313D 





Data 



use 4276857.2 
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DCMOCRATIC MATIONAL -COMMITTtC 

CHECK TnACKlNG FORM 


PLE'^SE FEJ. IN AU. THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION: 


(VC: 



Nune;Contaci: 


\1.VU.VA<V 



Company, Enploytr I 

Main Address; M 

jOvxO.yp.. ^tUtK-v y\_ 


Occupauon: 

Telepnone 


Ch«<c Afflounc 


Event; 

Solicitor 

Notes: 


Home ^HIT. 

Work / -qi-X - •VS'A 

Fa* 

S X‘,, OOP - Federal ____ 

Non-Federal 

NFC BLF 

TRUSTEE 

UrC ( TMt-'i 

W CAvCUr N Cir^'v' tk.-'.CCy' d C-l ■ i; " 



iilUlllimilllllllllllimilllllK^^^^^^^^ DHC 101 S334 
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3 IXHIIIT 
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■BMajunm 


TO: 

Laura Bartlgan 


ce: Hanoy Jacobson 


Patar O'Xsafa 

rscKt 

Erie Slldon 

DATS: 

JuiW «p 1993 

Rlt 

Tbemmm Knumr 


As vs discusssd, I hsvs spoksn ts nioass Krassr, jamsinsnt 
rsal sstata davalopar in South Florlds, shout his futnra conitasnt 
to tho MC (Knaar aada a IlS.ooo eontrlhuttea to ths April Cera 
dlimar in Florida. ) Xn convarsatiens I hava had with his slnca tba 
dlnnari ha has axprasaad a strong daalra to ineraasa his support to 
tha party. 

On trlday, uaing tha Thursday dlnnar with tha Vlca Praaldant 
as an opanlng, I aovad tha proeasa bayond ths discussion phaaa and 
askad Kranar to ceanlt another $75,000 to tha party hafora tha and 
of tha yaar. Ha slgnad on and sada tha eeniltaant. 

Ba has tha ability to writs auch aora than $100,000 and runs 
in waalthy, yat untappad, elrelaa. Lot's ait down and discuaa how 
you can aora fully angaga hla. 


: exhibit 

|f EC - ... IT 

mmummutm dnc 1040292 




